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UOKDAY, SEPTEMBEB 21, 1071 

"D.S/SenateV 
» Subcommittee on Kuiial Deve^x)pment 
of the commiltee on aohiculture and fokestrt,' 

Washmgton^ D,0. 
The tjommittee met, pursuant tofecess, at 9:10 a.m., in room 324, 
Old Senate Office Buildmg, Hon. Hubert H. Humphrey (chairman of 
the subcemmittee) presidmg. * , , 

Present: Senators Humphrey (presiding), Allen, and Curtis. 
Senator Humphrey. I will call thi§ suocommittee to order. Other 
members udll be here very shortly. - 

Ordinarily, gentlemen, we have our committee meetings at 10 
o'clock*. Senators, try to arrange their schedule accordingly. -But we 
have such a list witnesses — and I want 4.0 get on with this business 
of going over the proposed legislation )nre have before us — that .we 
decided to open .our meetings at 9 a.m. And we are going to go all 
the way through this f^ntire day. ' * . 

I have a very brief statement. 

STATEMENT OF HON. HTJBEET H. HTJMPHKBIY, A U.S. SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 

Senator Humphrey. On March 10, 1971, President Nixon submitted 
his message to Congress on special revenue sharing for rural com- 
munitv development. In that message, which snh^cqtiently was 
embodied in S. 1012, intooduced by Senator Jack Miller (Republican 
Iowa), the President proposed the establishment of a $1.1 bilhon fund 
to be shared aipong all 50 States to be spent' at their own discretion. 
The monevs for this fund would consist of those n6\v being expended 
for l^e following 11 categoricaF Federal programs: 

CoopeFative Agricultural Extension Service. * 

A|)palachian Regional Commission. ^ 
( Title V regional commissions. 

Economic Developmenrt Administration. 

Ru^l water and waste disposal grants. 

Re^jfoufce conservation and development program. 

Rural environmental assistance program (eariier called ACP). 

Gretft Plains agricultural conservation program. 

Water bank program. 

Forestry assistance grants. 

Tree planting grants. 
For these 11 programs, $921 million was to be expended during the 
current 1971 fiscal year. In addition, the President's proposal calls 
for an additional $179 million in new money. % 

(1) - 



As T indicated on July 27, Oh^ Rural Devolopmoiit Subroinifiittee 
intends to (^binplcio action on this bill as soon tv^ practicable. Fulher- 
more, sinee this reveiuie bill is sucli a k^y part *of the l^resident's 
lejipslative pro^^rani, Uie sulx^oinmiLtee intends t|) report the bill to 
the full (^ommittee on Apiculture and Forestry f/)r. final ax'tion. 

Today, the witnesses schedulod to appear bef</|-e the subcommittee 
are representing those groups or operations that would be most 
directly afYected by the onactiueut of this bill. Oh April 23d, Secre- 
taries Connally, Hardin, and Komney appeared before tlie coinTnittee 
On behalf of the adniinistfation in support of this pro[)osed legislatijon. 
Other public witnesses have appeared before us- during the hea^hgs 
on rural development we heli\ here in ^NTasbington on April 29 and 
^on June 16 and 17. Today, we will complete our hearings op this legis- 
lation. We hope to complete action withm the subcommittee and the 
full committee on the bill during October. * 

We will hold the record open of course for receiving written testi- 
mony from other witnesses. I don't like to ..close the body of the 
testimony or the record too early. Therefore we will allow plenty of 
time. ^ 

Although I am in favor of general revenue sharing-i-ai^d have 
introduced niy own legislation concerning it— I have reserved judg- 
ment on the matter of special revenue sharing measures submitted 
to the Congress by the President. 

While I am in general sympathy with the desire and need for eim- 
piifying our Federal categorical programs in order to bring greater 
ne?dbility and reduce unnecessary bureaucratic red tape from their 
administration,' I am gravely concerned about the potential abolish- 
ment of worthwhile Federal programs which have been developed to 
assist rural people meet many of their local needs. ts 

Therefore, I welcome before us today representutives of. tnose 
interests and look forward to hearing their views on the President's 
proposal. 

I think I should say that I think the subcommittee And in fact the 
full /*ommittee is very open minded about the legislation. I don't 
think any of us have arrived at a poiot of definite decision except 
those who have introduced the legislation. And even when we intro- 
duce it we reserve the right to change, our mind — at least on details. 

Now, Mr. Watts, I would appreciate having you introduce for the 
record each of your associates. 

\[r. Watts is director for extension and university services, and 
director of coo[)eriUive extension of Colorado State University. 

Mr. Watts, would you present your associates. 

STATEMENT OF DR. LOWELL H. WATTS, DIEECTOR FOR EXTENSION 
AND UNIVERSITY SERVICES, AND DIRECTOR, COOPERATIVE EX- 
TENSION SERVICE, COLORADO STATE UNIVERSITY, FORT COL- 

• LINS, COLO.'; ALSO REPRESENTING TiIe NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF STATE UNIVERSITIES AND LAND-GRANT COLLEGES AND THE 

^ EXTiSNSION COMMITTEE ON ORGANIZATION AND POLICY 

Mr. Watts. Thank you, Mr. Chairmai* > 
With me today representing their respective. States— and eacHlof 
these people. are directors of extension in those Statesi— are Dr. John 
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Hulchison of Texas; Dr. Joo St(4ii of Nc^vada, who is also chairman i 
of the Extension Committee on Organization and Policy; Dr. Paul - 
Shaffer, who is repn^senting the exocuti^ e offices of the National > 
Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges, and who 
is director of the Officer of International Prograoit^s of that association; 
Dr. B.^J. Coffindaffer; of West Virginia; and Dr. Howard^ Diesslin, 
of Indiana. 

Our testimony is presented with the approval and support of the ^ 
National Association of State Universities ^and Land-Grant Colleges 
and the Extension Comniittee on Organization and Policy and on 
behalf of the* most complex, most far reaching and oiost pervaaiv" 
organization ever created to ])r()ject scientific knowledge in a meaning- 
ful and useful form to peo])le outside the classroom.. Our testimony 
will focus upon sections 202(e) and 416 of Senate bill 1612. 

At the outset, we commend the Congress for the policy statement 
on rural development contained in title IX of the 1970 Farm Act. 
We'^also support the concerns for rural America and for balanced 
growth and develoj)ment expressed by the President in his message 
on riirkl community development. The Cooperative Extension Service 
has the capacity and organization to contribute to those policy objec- 
tives. It can do so, however, only as an objeative, politically neutral 
educational organization. This testimony wlljexamine the provisions 
of S. 1612 in terras of their impacts upon thiB caj)ability as well as the 
delivery of other authorized educational services. 

Senator Humphrey. What are the areas you were going to con- 
centrate on? 

. Mr. Watts. Section 202(e) and section 416. 
Senator Humphrey. Thank you. 

Mr. Watts. After serious analysis we have concluded that S. 1612 
as it is now written >vould significantly alter the nationwide systfem of 
informal education so soundly conceived and so laboriously constructed 
over the past 57 years. The bill now before you— at least that part 
pertaining to the C;oo])erative Extension Service — is vague and fraught 
with hidden, iong-range implications. Section 202(e) appears to main- 
tain Cooperative Extension as the outreach arm of oilr land-grant 
universities and the educational arm of the USDA. But section 202(e) 
tells us nothing about the authority of the Secretary of Agriculture 
to approve plans of wonk. It does not specify the authority of the 
Governors* It fails to insure political neutrality. National threads of 
program effort are ignored. It is not clear whether the 1971 funding 
level is a frozen figure or only a baHC. 

The Cooperative Extension Service is clearly unlike any of the 
other agencies aft programs included inHhe pro])ose(l act. It is not a 
categorical grant program. It already is based on high local involve- 
ment of people in the determination of its program pridirities. It already 
provides a greater flexibility in programing than would be required 
under revenue sharing. It is not an action program but an educational 

one. * • 

Already incorporated into ^Extension* operations are the revenue- 
sharing concepts of shared funding, local decisionmaking, the estab- 
Jishment of program priorities, and decentralized control. An important' 
added feature of the existing arrangement is a nationwide network 
supportive but not directive of State and local programs. Extension 
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programs have remainecT relatively free of political direction and 
control, primarily because of Extension's tie to the lartd-grant institu- 
tions the ''mutual agreement" clause 6f *the Smitlnf^ever Act, its 
multiple sources of funding, its close ties to and dependence upon 
research, and the fact that it is not a direct line agency of, either 
Federal or State Goveminent. We believe that inclusion of Extension 
jn revenue sharing would jeopardize the continuation of local funding 
and volunteer support which is significant; in this program. 

The fact that the President has, in sectign 202(e), seen fit to 
exempt Extension from the general provisions of t^venue-sharing 
legislation is an indication that the Cooperative Extension Service is 
recognized as not^Atting easily and appropriately into the revenue- 
sharing conc^pt^ proposed in S.^1612. 

Passag^^ this legislation could alter the basic operating structure 
or Cooperative Extension in such*a mannervas to subject it to direct 
political influence, decentralize it to^ a point where national goals 
and efforts. could not effectively be mounted and thereby negatively 
affect the edu^ational impp^ct of the program. After careful study and 
analysis of the legislative proposal, it appears that an effecjbive, proven, 
and workable system is being subjected to the high risk of distortion 
and weakness. 

Pernjift me now to speak directly to some of the weaknesses as we ^. ' 
. perceive them in this bill. 

1. Theye is no prov^ion in the bill for mutual agreement between 
the State land-grant university and f?he Secreti^ry of Agriculture as 
to the broad nature of programs to be conducted. 

The Department has stated : 

We are confident that effective and satisfactory workinp^ relationships can be 
worked out between the land-grant institution and the Department in continiiin^ 
Extension work under revenue* sharing. The revenue-flharing proposal did not 
conteniDlate the abolishment of the Fedoral Extension OfTice sinco there will be a 
need t^ continue national-regional-state relationships and other' cooperati^^ 

We are less confident than is the Department that all these rela- 
tionsliips could be so efFectiveh" worked out under S. 1612>The mutual 
consent ^^rovision of the Smith-Lever Act is one of the bases upon 
which the nonnolitical arrangements for Cooperative Extension has 
been assured. Elimination of this relationsliip leaves to change the 
working out of arrangements for the future. If, under revenue sharing, 
a Secretary should impose strict program constraints, the program 
could be altered thereby. It could also be expected that the separate 
States, once the money was allocated to them under revenue sharing 
would construe their role to be fully controlling. Our position on thig 
point is that any legislative language which fails to provide adeq^uate 
protection for an educational progcam to operate free of direct political 
control is unsound and not in the best interests of the public. 

Now, to examine this a little bit, if both revenue sharing and 
Federal Government reorganization are approved as now proposed, 
We would find the State cooperative exetnsion services funded through 
the new Department of Commtinity DevelopmejU^ and the national 
office, now Extension Service, USDA, locatedun tBfe Department' of 
Economic AfTairs. It is difficult to visuaUze^ow this arrangemignt 
could possibly provide the needed national coord^^tion and support ' 
implied by the Secretary in his statements before this committee. 
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2. The specific point 6f concern is that use of penalty mail by 
Cooperative Extension personnel would' Ve -ppeaiecf, thxts requiring 
States and counties to pay funds now provided by the ('ongress, be- 
cause they do require additional inputs at the^ local level. 

3. States would be required to pay retirement and fringe benefit 
costs of Extension employees. This, in effect is revenue sharing in 

reverse. - " . 1 1- t-» j 

4: Although the Federal retirement of those currently holding i^ed- 
eral appointment wwild be protected in the law, there is a question re- 
garding the status of sych personnel in terms of their fringe benefits 
if a State should elect not to contribute to the Federal. retirement 
program. ^ ,. 

' 5. Extension would lose its present ability to purchase supplies nnd 
equipment through GSA sources and would lose its i)resent authority 
to.acquiie excess Government property. These features have provided 
a great savings in tlie ^States. ^ ^ ^^c^ 

' The USDA has indic^ated that efforts will, be made with GSA and 
other appropriate authorities to i)ormit the Cooperative Extension 
* Service to continue acquiring excess property and utilizing Gather GSA- 
activities and facilities. 

The current iiuthorization whiclTExtension has to acquire excess 
property is a delegation to tlie SttUc e^xtension director by the Ad- 
ministrator, Extension Service, USDA, of his autyhori|^. If the 
Federal appointments are nol maintained, it is inconceivable that 
such delegation wSuld be con tmnied. ^^ ^ 

T). Ther^ is no provision foV ^owth, the bill refers to maintaining 
Cooperative Extension at its 1971 size and type. It does not specify 
wliether this roferen)L*e is only to Federal funds or to all sources and 
does not provide for Extmsion to share in any increased funding under 
the revenue-sharing bill. " ^ .in 

Although the intent has been Stated by the administration that all 
funds shoilld he considered in establishing a 1971 funding base and 
that future increases are intended, there is a question as to whether 
or not the Congress can commit State and county funds in the absence 
enabling legislation ^vith matching reciuiiements at the leveUndicated. 

7. vSection 204 ^♦hich autHorizes tlie expending of funds .under the 
act does not include extension work in the authorization. 

If section 202(e) should remain in the ]cgislati(m it woidd seem to 
• reciuire that Extension be imriudcMl in section 204 in orderJor funds 
to he allocated for li^xtension work. * . 

8. There appears to be no opportunity: for a State to continue 
Cooperative Extension work with Federal support if it should elect 

"not to iurcept^ rural (^omnnmitv (levelopmcMit revenue-sharing funds. 

0, TMre is^high likelihood that Exteiisi,on would lose its current 
abiiitv to oc^cupy Federal office spirce. This would, of course, neces- 
sitate increased costs by counties tlmt^ would be affected by this 
feature. 

10. Taken in the aggre2:at(\ the hill leaves a great many arrange- 
ments to administrative discretion. This could be^expected to result 
'in a high variety of decisions by the separate States,. weakening tpe 
national programing coordination and overtime resulting in a signifi- 
cant change in the basic operating relationships and program content. 
This could be illustrated as especially damaging, in a program such 
'as 4--H where we have the national 4-H center and nationtd programs 
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and natioiml kinds of suppor.ts as well as nalrition aud other kind.^^ 
of pn>grams-tbj>t hnvo a luitional (UTrlin'. 

. It is most difficult to undox'st aud u j)r(>])^sal that .would n»ta if] 
Federal responsibility for ^es^ar(•h hy the USDA an(rState aKrieultiH^fli 
experiment stations hut place Exteiisioii in a^cojnj)lelcly (iifll'ercnf 
arraiiKornent. Research without H\tenMon lonff a^^o was' ])ro,\ (»(| as ! 
iiofheinji: as efTo<'tive in servitip: the peoj)le U'- wo\dd otluTwise'he the 
case. And it seems that itcAVould he very un\\is(i to/deliherately sei)urate . 
the ruitional level research and Extensiorj. . / 

A (-oncern must also' he ('Xj)ressed w^ardin^^ ])oV)rlv (leaned ad- 
administrative' aut hority in the proj)osed lep:islati(>n. 

We siiu'crely attemj)te(l to <lraft aineiuhnents ,to S. M]\2 wliich 
would include the (\A)j)erative» ^xtcaision Service in the le^islatiorj 
and insure timt it would remain effective, and resj)()nsive to loral ^ 
needs. We have come to tlie conclusion that no series of amendinents 
will nrovide for anything su])erior to that aready a vailable/Under the" 
Smith-Lever ^nd n'lated acts. It is obvious that tlie Cooperative 
Extension Service simjdv does not belong in S.- 1012.* The ' 
throuji:h'' of H\ten.sion funds l<o the land-fxrant universities would 
not provide dollars for States to use under the ofeiuvfij^l action j)hases 
of rural ctnnmunity development revenue sharin^.*^n(l a verv real 
risk would be imf^osed ui)on a workable, oi)eratin^, effective system 
of edueatiomd services to'])e()i)le in their luune comniUnities. 

In, the interest of the public-served, we ur^e you not to permit tlw 
dis.solution or warpin^^ of an educnlional svsteru which is unique and 
effective. We, Iherefon', n^(]uest that the ('ooj)er:it ive Extension 
Service be n^moved from the j)r(>visions of Semite hill 1()12. 
y 'At thi<[)ornt, I would like to address m\' comments to a brief e.\~ 
ammation of the role of the Cooperative Kxtension Service in rural 
development which Vour committee is primarih concerned with. In 
the 1970 rejiort - and incidentall<, this is not part of our earlier testi- 
mony, but 1 would ap[)reciate'it if tliis could ho inchuled i'n tli^ 
record. * " 

In the 197(f report of the President's task force on rural developnuint 
entitled, ''A New Life for the Country/^ you will recall that the ta^^k 
force recommended: „ 

* * * thlft land-grant collegers and nnifrtTsi ties stop up their commitment * * * 
toward t^e needs of countryside conrun unities and rural people * * *. 

We sj)ecifi(^al!^ wish to call to the attention of tliis committee 
the hi^h (le^ree of interest of tlie National Association of State 
Universities and Lipid-Grant Colle^^es and the Directiirs of (^lojiera- 
tiv© Extension in Rural Development. We are alread v heavilv involved 
in thqse rural development efforts for which tlie De[)aVlinent of 
Agriculture has res[ion«ibility. Are working cooperatively in nu\n3'' 
States with the State executive offices that deal with land-use j^lan- 
ning, zotiin^, and resource devetopment. 

Today you as^ a committee are seeking mechanisms bv which atten- 
tioa can be given in ar^ effective manner to applying public policy and 
public resources to assist nonmetropolitan ar^as as jiart of a national 
development plan. The implementation of a national development 
concept of State and community levels to financial incentives of 
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action prop-aius'. we' feel iniist have, to be fully efTee^tive, a research 
and educational f)a8e. 

The (Cooperative Extensiou organization couhl serve as the vehicle 
to pVovide the e<lucational component. We urge that /iny progn^-am 
evolved for rural dev^ilopment n\ako full use of the capabilities of the 
existing structure of pur land-grant system for bothMata collection 
and information disseminations v 

. Permit me at thi^* poijit to comment specifically upon the proposal 
made to this committee by Dr/D. li. Vamer, nresident of the Uni- 
versitv of Nebraska. You will recall that Dr. Varner recommended 
that the Congress jiuthorize and fund a system of institutes for rural 
devnJopVrieiit in the land-grant imiversities which would contain ro- 
sear('han(l Extension components built -upon the present land-grant 
model. , . 

^ Senator Ht^mphhey. I was going to ask you about that. 

Mr. Watts. We recognizeMhat Dr. Varner made this pr()posal as 
an indivi(fual. It is certainlv in, the land-grant, trddition. It is an ex- 
cellent and imaginative concept. The land-grtjiiit system's involvement 
in rural devel()|)ment has been extensive ov^er many years. Although 
the Association has not yet formally studied the proposal tod acted 
upon it, it has supported similar concepts. Our committee— and we 
too have not had an opportunity to react formally — our conmnttee, 
a?j individual Extejision directors, fully supports the proposal as we 
understand it aqd^^rges x<>nr serious consideration of it. 

We think the Extension job as outlined by Dr. Varner is certainly 
compatible witli and ap|>ropriate to the role that we have historically 
ina(h' and the rolc'we believe Extension shouhl play in meeting future 
proUems to hotii the organization of Extension ami its conuuitnicnt 
to riiral p(*opl<». \ " ' , ... 

We \v()ul(l strc^s^n nuiking th(»se comments that Extension as it is 
now authorized ccnttd move into thiji responsibility as a functional* 
arm of the land-grant universities. This capacity would be jeo|)ar(lized 
if the Cooperative Extension Service is retained as now indicated in 
Senate bill UU2. Wo tlicrefore urge this committee to stHke from 
1612 all- reference to the Cooperative Extension Servi^ce and to permit 
instead'its contimied oi)eratipn under existing authority o< the Snnth- 
I^ver(3iict. 

We are at yout dis})osal for any questions. And wc a])preciate very 
mu'&A the opportunity to be here. » 
(Mr. Watts' prept^r^Ml statement is as follows:) 
Mr. Watts. \Ve appreciate this opportmuty to appear before you 
to dis(Miss the Rural Community Development Revenue Sharing 
Act of 1971 i^s it relates specificidly to the Coopendive Ext(^ision 
8ervi(Mv I am Lowell H. Wr>tts, director for exteuj^ion and university 
services and diN'etor of the Cooperatil'e Extension Service for Colonido 
. State Universitv. My colleagues present today are: , 

Dr> Howard G. Diesslin^ director, Cooperative Extension 

Service, Purdue. ' * -r . 

Dr. Jo^n\ ' E. ll^t^hiscui, director, (\)operative Exteiision 

Service, Tcxr.s A. &: M. University. 
Dr. B. L. Coffiudaffer, djpctor, Cooperative Extensioti Service, 
I West Virginia University. 



Present also iH : , " . * 

Christkii K. Arnolci^ikssixdate Director, J*atioiuU Association of 
St&te Universities, and Land-Grant Colleges. 

This testimony is i)resenteU for the National Association of State 
Universities and Land-Oraiit Colleges. It is also ])reseuted On 
behalf of the most com|)le\%. most far reachiiig-aml most [)ervasive 
oWanizatiot) ever created to projeiJt scientific knowledgc^in a meaning- 
ful and usefid form to people outside blie classiojom. This organization,- 
ttie (\)0|)eratiAie%ExtiMision Service, is made u]) of 15,300 professionjj 
personnel, 10,000 ])araprofessioni)J aides, snn[)ortin|f Clwrical staff, 
and ov:er,a million nonpaid volunteer woiKers locatea in x'ities, 
tipwus, and rural areiis tlirouglioiU this lanA of ours. E^chfyiaar many 
millions of youth and adults benefit from its etluciity)nal programs. 
' It is not the purpose of tins testimony to^r.Wd^a j)osition on the 
broad concent 'of revenue diari^g or the totality of S. 1012. It i^ 
focusecl solely on the advisability of inchfding, the Cooixn'ativo 
Extension iService- in Senate bill 1012'. 

The short- and long-rango im|)acts of this bill ha^T been thoroughly 
examined in terms of the adnxif^iatration and the operation of the 
Cooperative Extension Service. Of |)articiilar concern has been .tile 
examination of probitbl^ ^fleets uptjn tlie deHvciy of ujseful and 
practical educational services at the* local level. The Smith-Lever 
Act, as anuMuUHl, and other relevant legislative acts under which the 
Cooperative Extension Servi*^^^ currently o|)erating, have juovidcd 
the support and tlie safeguards which Inive enabled the Extension 
Service to develop imd nn).int:un ^'iable and effegiive programs for 
more t^uin half a.century. 

Undx^r np circuinstauces \v^)uld we walit to coiu'i^y the impnssioa 
that we object to change or inochfication of'fhc Cooperative Extension 
Service, |)rovu(Ung those j^/anges result in more effective service to 
to thej)ublic. ' , ' - • 

At the- outset, we commend the -Congress- for the |)olicy stiUement 
on j\\\'x\\ (leveh)pment ccHitained in title IX of the 1970 Farm Act. 
We also sm)port the concenvs for rund America and for balanced 
growth and development ex])ressed by the President hi his message 
on rural comnumity dcvel()|)ment. The Coopen»,tiye Extension Service 
has the capacity a^d organi/atidii to contribi'ite to those ])olH'y 
objectives. Tjiis ^testiiiiony will exi'.nune. the |)rovisions of S. 1012 in 
terms of their impacts upon this capability as well as tlie delivery of 
other authorized c(hu\ationir.l scrvi(u^s. 

In spite of assurances to the contrary, wo have been forced to con- 
clude that S. 1612 as it is now written would significantly alter the 
nationwide system of hiformal education so soundly conceived and so 
laboriously constructed on a full\' (^operative basis over tlM3 years. 
The bill now before you — at least that part pertaining to the Coopera- 
tive Extension S^vice — is a ague and fraught with hidden?, long-rang(^ 
implications. Secti<m 202 (e), is purported to maintain Cooperative 
E^xtension as the oiitreach arin of our land-grant universities and the 
educational arm of t^e USDA. But what does sec^tion 202(e) really 
provide? What does it tell us about tlie authority of the Secretary of 
Agriculture to approve plans of work? What is the authority of the 
Governors? How is political neutrality to be insured'?. How are the 
national threads of program effort to be provided? Is the 1971 funding 
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level a frozen figure or only a base? How can the Conp^rfss commit the' 
1971 level of funding in the absenoe of new enabling legislation and 
higher matching reciuircments by the »vStates? If this could be done, 
Ow'oxM it not run eaurtter the ])hilosoi)hy of revenue sharing by 
req{iiring rnore State and lo(^al financial burden in order to obtaiu;the 
Federal dollars? And, how eould the 1971 base of service at the local 
. level be m&intain^'d if States are not iyrovi(ic(t the current suppo^a.Cor- 
* penalty mail, GSA purchases, aud retirement costs? 

. If these and other (pfestions can be answered with the assurance that 
Extension's service to the ])ublic and its educational neutrality will 
not he jeopar(li7.e(l, the (pidstion mui^t tlich be askcd,^ 'What are the 
benefits to the public through inclusion of Extension in the bi|l that 
are not alreauly provided for?^' 

The Cooi)erative Extension Service is cle.^ly unlike any of the other 
agencies or programs included in the piibposed.act. It is not a cate- • 
gorical ^ant program. It already is ba&d on high local in^olvenu^nt of 
A ]^cople m the determination ($f its i)rogram priorities. It already pro- 
vides greater flexibility in programing tlian would be required under 
revenue sharing. It is not an action program but an educational one. 

The fact that the President has, in section 202(e), seen fit to exempt 
Extension from the general provisions of revenue sharing legislation is ^ 
a])preciated, but the exemption does not ^ovide theJanguage reciuirdd 
to meet the apparent intent of the exclusion. The very fact the exemp- 
tion has been proposed is mi iudicatiop that the Cooperative E.xtension - 
Service is recognized as not fitting easily and ai)propriately into tlie 
revenue sharing concept a^ proposed in S. 1612. r 

V 

EXTENSION AND REVENUE SHARING , 

The land-grant system has enjoyed a long and satisfactory relation- 
ship with the U.S. Department hi Agriculture. The references to ; 
Cooperative Extension in the Revenue Sharing Act of 1971 and state- 
ments by administration spokesmen seem to indicate that there is no 
intent to weaken or to dismantle so vital h [uogram at such a critical » 
juncture in our national history. The National Association of State 
Universities and Land-Grant Colleges and the State Directors^ of 

/Cooperative Extension appreciatr^this stated intent but they are ii^ost 
.concerned that pt|ssage of this legislation conld alter the basic operat- 
ing structure of Igoopcrative Extension in such a mann^er as to subject 
it to direct political influence, decentralize it to a point where national 
goals and efforts could not effectively be mounted and thereby nega- 
tively affect the educational impact of tlie i)rogram. After careful 
study ami analysis of the legislative proposal, it appears that an 

" effective, proven, and workable system is boing subjected to the high 
ris1c of distortion and wef^kness. 
' Respoasible officials of the Federal Cro^ernment have indicated 
, publicly and before this committee that they believe the legislation as 
nowdrafted will enable th^ Coo])erative Exjleusion vScrvice to function 
in an effective maimer. Stroiig disagreemeiit with this viewpoint must 
be expressed us u!i official position of the National Association of 
State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges and State Directors of 
Cooperative Extension. The ambiguity and geiierulity of the language 
in section 202 (e) has led us to the position that outright exclusion of the 
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Cooperative Extension Service from th(» legislation would best servo 
the interests and needs of people ^uul local eoinmimities. 

Already clearly ineorporated into Exten^^ion opoiationt^ me the 
revenue sharing concej)tc of shared funding, loeal decisionmaking, the 
establishment of prograVi j)rioriti(fs, and deeeutndized control. Au 
important added feai^tiiro of the existing arrangement is a nationwide 
etwork supportive but not dii-eetive of State and local programs. 
Cxtension^s programs liave remained relalively free cf ])olitieal direc- 
tion ^ncl control; (>rimarily b*»cause of Exttuision's i'ie. to tlu* kn(l -grant 
institutions, its multi})le somves of fiuidin^, its close ties to aiu5iiji})ond- 
ence upon research, and the fact that it is not a direct line agency of 
either Federal or State .Go venmaent. Inclusion of Extension in rev^enue 
sharing woidd also jeopardize the cx)ntinuati(jai of local funding and 
voluiHeer sui)i)on. Therefore, it a[)pears-that the legislation ,as now 
drafted offers no advanta'ge either to the functional lability of the 
Cooperative Extensiqfi Service or to furtherance of the basic objec- 
tives of the rural community development revenue sharing concept. 

BeJi^ause of these factors, it would seem that the ])eople of this 
countVy would benefit 110 more and probably less if the Coopenitivo 
Extension Service is incorporated into revenue sharing.' * 

\ WEAKNESSES IN THE^'LEGISLA'^ION 

J A review of specific* items in this legislation will indicate those 
weaknesses pertaining to Cooperative ^Ixtension which now exist in 
the present language. 

1. There is no provision in the bill for mutual agreement between 
the State land-grant university and the Secrettiry of Agicuiture as to 
the broad nature of prograffls^-feo be conducted. 
The Department of Agriculture has stated: 

We are confident that effective and satisfactory working relation.ships can be 
worked out between the land-grant institution and the Department in continuing 
Extension work under revenue sharing. The revenue sharing proposal did not 
contemplate the abolishment of the FederaJ Extension OflJ?5e since there will be a 
need ,to continue national-regional-State relationships and other cooperative ^ 
efforts. \ ' ' 

" We are less confident than is the Department that all these relation- 
ships could belso effectively workjed out under S,. 1612. The mutual 
consent provision of the Smith-Lever Act is one of the bases upon 
which the nonpilitical arrangements for Cooperative Extension have 
been assured. Elimination of this relationship leaves to chance the 
working out of airangementsfor the future. If, under revenue sharing, 
a Secretary should impose strict program constraints, the program 
coilld be altered thereby. It could also be expected that the separate 
States, once the, money was in their hands imder revenue sharing, 
would construe their role to be fully controlling, both in terms of 
program content and the ability to direct the program in accordance 
with current State political philosophy. The position of the associa- 
tion on this point is that any l^gi3lative language which fails to 

Erovide adequate protection for an educational program in terms of its 
*eedom to operate outside of direct political control is- unacceptable. 
If both revenue sharing and Federal Government reorganization 
are approved as now proposed, we would find the State Cooperative 
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Extension Services funded through the new Department of Com- 
munitv Development and the national office, now tlie Extension 
vService, USDA, located in the Department of P]conomic Affairs. 
It is difficult to visualize how this arrangement could possibly provide 
the u^led natwnal coprdination and support implied by the Secretary 
in his statements before this committee. You will recall that he 
indicated, '^Revenue sharing does ivot envisioli any significant chang(?s 
in Federal, StatkS&d county (^xtension organizational arrangements 
or procedui'es." WKquestion nmst be asked as to how such changes 
could b(» prohihfett. The De[)artment would jiave .no authority or 
jurisdiction in this matter. 

2. Us^of penalty ''mail by C^)0perative Extension personnel would 
be rei)eated. 

Loss of this privilege would require tluit Stales and counties pay 
from their own resources funds whicJi are how provided nationally 
for mailing official con-espondence and materials. Loss of the penalty 
mail privilege would reduce total program capacity unless additional 
funds were appropriatecl' at the national level, specifioally io suppor^ 
the increatjed costs of this provision. * u 

3. JStafes would be required to pay retirement and fringe benefit 
^ costs of Extension employees. 

Inquiries of the Department regarding this point have resulted 
in statements as follaw^s: 

Federal funds used for emplover's contribuHon to the retirement fund would 
be made available to atates to Ipay th<;in after July 1, 1972. Funds "for employer 
contriUutions would be reflect<id in futurtr appropriations recjuest^'d for revenue 
.sharing. 

The USDA replv appeai-s to be. based upon an assum])tion that' 
funds currently allocated by the CongreSk to the Department of Agri- 
culture to support the empj^jyer's shar^ of Federal retirement costs 
for State Extension personnel would hp^Uocated to the StaU^s under 
revenue sharing. No support fkxffntu statement can be found ui 
reviewing the proposed legislatiotK The rural community develop- 
ment budget indicated in the adniiiWration proposal for rural com- 
munity development revenue sharingvis $149 million on the basis 
of 1971 appropriations. This is composed of those funds now paid to 
the States for conducting CooperativiB Extension work. They do not 
include the appropriations to the Department of A|rioulture to pay 
the emplover*s cost of Federal retirement for State Extension ])€?rson- 
nel holding Federal appointment. It would be necessary, therefore, 
for 'the budget io be increased above the figure allocated for payments 
to States in order for these moneys to be made available; otherwise, 
it would be necessary that they be taken as an initial deduction from 
the moneys available to the States. This would violate the stated 
intent of maintaining the scope of activitv at its current level. The 
statement that funds for employer contributions would be reflected 
in future appropriations may represent a statement of current intent 
but is certainly not binding upon the Secretary of Agriculture either 
now or in the future. , i 1 1- 

4. Although the Federal retirement of those currently holding 
Federal appointment would be protected in the law, there is a Question 
regarding the status of such personnel in terms of their fringe benefits 
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if a State should elect not to contribute to the Fccjeral retirement 
program. 

The USDA has indicated that it docs not expect that aiiv vState 
would take action to withhold employee retirenicnt contributions 
and thus deprive einployecs of benefits of the Federal retirement 
systetn urdess benefits under the State or university system ^uld 
be as good or better. 

The implications of this |)rovision nre uncertain. It should be pointed 
out, however, that any action that would forge |)ersonnel m mid- 
career to change from one retirement system to aiu)tlr^H' could severely 
reduce the total benefits available at ninndatory retirement nge. 
It would a|)pear that some better protection than is now indicnted 
fhoM be provided for those" currently holding Federal a|)j)ointments 
in llie (^o|)efalive Extension Service. 

5. Extension would lose its present ability to purchase supplies 
and e([uipment through CiSA sources and would lose its present 
auHht>rity to j^'quire excess Government pmperty. These features 
have provided a-great savings in the States. 

The I'SDA 1ms indift^aCed that efforls will be made with GSA and 
other'a|)[)ropriate authorities lo i)ennit Cooperative Extension Service 
to continue acquiring excess property and utilizing other (iSA ac- 
tivities and facilities. ^ 

The current authori/alion which Extensftn has to acquire excess 
property is a delegation to the l^tnte extension director by the 
Administrator, Extension Service, USDA, of his autliority. If' the 
Federal nppointnuMits nre not niniutnined, it is incouceivable thht 
such delegation would be continued. ♦ 

f). There is no |)rovision for growth. The bill refers to maintaining 
Cooperative Extension at its 1971 si/.e and type. It does not specify 
whether this ref(Tence is only to Federal funds or to all sources null 
does' not provide for Extension to share in any increased flinding 
under the ^»venue sharing bill. 

Although the irUent has been stated by the administratiion that all 
funds should be considered in establishing a 1971 funding base, and 
that future increases are intended, there is nothing in the InW that 
would give credence to this |)oint. There is also a question as to whether 
or not the Congress can commit State and county fuJiids in the absence 
of enabling legislation with matching requirements at tlie level indi- 
cated. The assum|)tion must be made that if all other provisions of 
the law j)rotect the basic arrangements and philosophy of the Smith- 
Lever Act, Sfate and locul funding would continue at least nt its 
current levels. The niost |)re(lictable position that can be taken is thnt 
continued increases in. county funding will depend upon continuation 
of the Ext(Uision program as it is now established. 

7. * * * Section 204 which autjiorizes the expending of funds 
under the act does hot include Extension work in the authorization. 

This concern probably should be subjected to formal legal review. 
If section 202(e) should remain in the legislation it also would probably 
require that Extension be inc^luded in section 204 in order for funds 
to De allocated for Extension work. 

8-. There appears to be no requirement for 'a Stale to contimie 
Cooperative Extension work if it should elect not to' ncce[)l rural 
community developmeiit revenue sharing funds. Under these circum- 
stances, it would appear unlikely that such a State could receive 
Exteiision funds under the act. ^ 
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9. There is high likelihood that Extension .would lose its current 
ability to occupy Federal office space. 

Although this matter has not been checked from a legal standpoint, 
it would appear unHkely^that Extension could continue to occu{)y 
Federal office space if it was not eligible for benefits enumerated in 
items 2 and 5. This would, of course, necessitate hicreased costs by 
counties that would be affected by this feature. 
y/10. Taken in the aggregate, the bill leaves a great many arrange- 
jments to administrative discretion. ThLs could be expected to result 
in a hich variety of decisions by the separate States, weakening the 
national programing coordination and over time resulting in a sig- 
^'nificant change in the basic operating relationships and program 
content. Predictable variations among the States would greatly 
weaken Extension's capacity to respond to national priorities or to " 
maintain effective programs such as 4-H and nutrition education 
which benefit from national activities, projects, and program 
leadership. ^ 

S. 1612, section 202(e), provides that * * each vState shall use 
a sufficient portion of the moneys to which it is entitled to maintain 
' and carry out a program of agricultural Extension work * * 
- This language indicates that under the general con(jept of fund trans- 
fers associat'ed with revenue sharing, the Extension portion of each 
State's rural community development, allocation would go to the 
State Governors' offices for reallocation to the land-grant univer-* 
sities. The State's chief executive would feel not only an inclination 
but a pesponsibilitv to exercise some control over the program funded 
under such an arrange'ment. Notr^only might this situation place ^ 
Extension in a position to be directed in accordance with political 
policy of the party then in power in the State, but it could not provide 
any meaningful mechanism for coordinating national priorities and 
nationwide efforts such as 4-H programs which are supporte4 on a 
p national basis. . 

It is iliost difficult to understand a pronosal that would retain 
' Federal responsibility for research by the USDA and State agricul- 
tural experiment stations but place Extension in a completely different 
arrangement. Research without Extension long ago^ was j)r()Ved 
incomplete in meeting practical needs of our peoplia. The deliberate 
separation of research and Extension— at least at the national level— 
is a most nnwise move. The provisions of S. 1612 which apply\to the 
Cooperative Exte^ision Service, are vague and leave a great doiil to 
personal negotiation and to the personalities of Ithose in authority 
at the Federal and State level. Experience would indicate that legis- 
lation is not likelv to provide an effective educational program unless 
the intent is clearly supported by specifics in the legislation or unless 
the legislative history defines authorities and relationships in a very- 
specific manner. For example, the Secretary of Agriculture has advised 
vour committee that under S. 1612 funds might be shifted from one 
area of Extension work to another except for the nutrition program 
which would be expected to continue at not less than the 1971 scope. 
On what basis Ls this exception to be enforced? And, if it is applied, 
what is to limit the authority of the present or a future Secretary of 
Agriculture to enforce different restrictions of this type? On what 
Authority or rationale is pa^jt congressional intent related to nutntion 
education to'be enforced and similar congressional support for agri- 
cultural marketing educational work to be left to State discretion? 

^ 68^582— 71— pt. 0 2 
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If fho proscMit h'^Mslation uffrctinj? ( 'ooponitive Extension is to be 
rnodifiml, then un analysis of proposcvl lepisluUon must b(^ prorfioatod 
upon developing a foundation to provide guidelines under all con- 
ceivable types of ])ers()nalities and situations at both the Federal aud 
State levels. The lepslation as ■n{)\v written leaves far too much to 
adiuini.'ntrative di.scretion to sustain over a lon^ period of time a pro- 
grain of informal education funded and coluhK^ted in such a complex 
nuinner as the Cooperative Plxtension Service. Extension has been an 
effective modeL It can and should modify its programs and a])pr()acii 
to problems to meet urgent priority considerations of the public whom 
it serves but must also retain tly/ca])acity to operate free of political 
infbiencc;. 

In the interest \)f the ])ublic served, we urge you not to pennit the 
dissolution (fr the warj>ing of an educational system which is unique, 
not only in tlijs country but throughout the world— a system which 
bas proven its effectiveness and which is based upon ])nnciples that 
have sto()(l the test of time. It woidd be unfortunate indeed if the 
very j)rinciplcs eml*o(lied in the revenue sharing concept which are 
now functioning effectively throughout the Nation in Cooperative 
Extension were to be abandoned through changes in legislation that 
although well intended woiild result in an effect directly opposite to 
^than intent. 

We sincerely attempted to draft amendments to S. 16l'2 which 
would include the Cooperative Extension Service in the legi.slation 
an<l would insure that it would remain effective and responsive "^o 
local nee<ls. yVe have come to the conclusion that no series of amend- 
ments can proviile for anythiag superior to that already available 
under the Smith-I^ever and related. acts. It is obvious that the Coop- 
erative Extension Servicer simply does not belong in S. 1612. The pass 
through of Ext<*nsi()n funds to the, land-grant universities would not 
provide dollars for States to use lender the general 'action phases of 
rural community development revipnue sharing. And a very real risk 
would be impo.sed upon a workable, operatuig, effective system of 
informal education. o 

We know the subcommittee is fttnuliar with the C'Ooperative Exten- 
sion Service. A brief review of this program, its legislative history, 
the administrative arrangements under which it operates and its 
basic characteristics .should be helpful to the committee in ant^lyzing 
and re.s])on(ling to our ccincems and our position on S. 1(5^12.* 

CP 

THE GENESIS OF COOPERATIVE EXTENSION- 

A<*Ui>i^ the U.S. C^ongress in 1914 in evolving and ap[)roving the 
fimitb-Lever Act has been recognized as one of the most foresighted 
and im])()rtant ])ieces of legislation ever passed in terms of the develop- 
ment and evolution of nonfnetropolitan America. The wisdom of the 
Congress in establishing safeguards for the educaticm which is con- 
ducted in the home and local community, free of political direction, , 
has enabled the Extensicm agent to earn the trust and confidence of 
the people. 

The Smith-Lever Act established a nationwide system, subject to 
State variation, by which knowledge could b& transmitted from 
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rohoarchorh directly to Mie people. It i)rovi<ie(l tliat tlie people served 
should he encounr^^Ml to put kn()wle(l{^(» to use in a praetieal uiaiuier. 
The speeihe ehurge <'ontaine(l in the Smith-Lever was to^' * * * 
aid ill ililFysion ainonj: tin' people of the Tnited States us(»ful and 
praetieal infornuition * * ^ and to encourage 'the applii-ation of the 
same * * . . 

This act einl)ra<'ed a ^M)al of inereasin^^ production and improvmj^ 
the marketin<; syst<'in^. It directed atteiition toward improving the 
W(dfare of those in a position of relative so<'ial or (H'ononiic di>advanta<):e 
by helping them, to help themselves.. It required response and elfort 
oil the part of the reeiuient hut (leelared it to he tlu» public policy to 
assist tliose in need oi rnfornnUion whatever their economic status. 
This concept was eloquently <lescribed by ( \)n^res>^man Lever (Ui 
December H, 1913, wjien he viewed the Extension aj2;ent ,as responsible 
to * * ^ive leadership and direction alon<^ alj lines of rural 
activities ^.ocial, e<-()nomic, and fimni<-ial." Re])resctdative Lever 
^dso a<l<h*d the following cotnm(»nt : 

The Comrtiiitrr docs not hclTT'v*' Unit C(Mi,i<rf»ss cjia afford to approprmte 
moiii'V for tin; purpose of teaching the fnriiHT Um' Ix'st met hods of iricrcasiiiK 
jirodiirtion * ** * he \\\v^ KxteusiOii rfp-rit] is to u>sume Icadt^shij) in cvrry 
inovonirnt. \\hatrver it may he, the aim of which Wetter farming, bettx'r nvin«, 
more happm**^, more r(ineation, and iiet^ter citizenship. 

In addition, Mr. Lever uuule the following statement: 
Vour committee commends.to the esp<'eial attention of Ihis Mouse that feattire 
of the t)ill which provides authority for the itinerant teaching of home economics 
or horm> ma»mt<enient * and your committee tjeheves ttiere is no moje important 
work in th" country than ttiis. . ^ . . , .,1, . i. -* - 

Your committee tieheves that one of the main f<*atures of tlus hilr is that n m 
so rtoxitih^ as to provicie for the ina^^?u^ation of a fjyHtem of itinerant U'achm« for 
boyn and ^irls. 

You are, of course, familiar with the work tluit Cooperative IJxten- 
sion has done in stimulating the adoption of technology m American 
agriculture. This has yielded direct or indirect benefit for every Ameri- 
can in terms of high-quality food for an extremely low percentage of 
the total average^ income. You are also aware of the strong and 
continuing j)rograms designed to improve family living. In recent 
years, tj(u' (Congress has seen jit fo expand these (dlorts by allocating 
to Extension an- additional $^0 imllion for nutrition education, 
particularly directed toward the disadvantaged homemak(>r a!ui lier 
children. i 1 i 

Evolution of the 4-H program in America was made possible by 
the wisdom of the Congress in calling s})ecific attention to the need 
of our young people for ])rogra!ns to assist^them in deveUxpinc: their 
skills, leadership capacities,, and ability to function as productive 
. contributors to American society. Much of t.he success of the 4 H 
program is due to mitiomil program leadci-ship and nationwide 
support by the National. 4-H Service Coimnittee and the NatmmU 
4-H Foundation. 

The original act clearly established Cooperative Extension as one 
of the institutions designed to stimulate national growth by helping 
the individual improve his knowledge and skills. Extension programs 
in rural areas are directly related to the economic develoT)ment of the 
Nation an^d to rural development in particular. The 1955 Congress also 
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took cognizftiuo of tho profelom of undordeveloprnoiit in contain rural 
areas of the United States and provided in section 8 of the Smith-I.ever 
\ Act that ExteiLsion should give speeifie assistance to the economic and 
• \ social development of depressed areas. On a broader scale and more 
recently ^ the Cooperative Exten>i()n Service ha.s been asked by the 
present Secretary of Agriculture to assume leadership in organizing 
State rural development conwnittees. In most States, .district and 
county committees ht^ve also been created. M()>t c()nwnitte(^s are 
u chaired by Extension personnel. The major jnograming components 
of the C()Of>erative Extension Service today are, therefore, related to 
agriculture, ju)mfMnakin^, youth, artd rural community development. 

The full iin[)act of tlu.'se programs carmot be measured without 
reference to the manu(»r in which the lay i)ublic is iiivolved, not 
simply as recij)i(Mil.'^, but in ex4)an(ling the programs far beyorKl the 
^efforts of the paid' .slalF. There are today aj)j)roximat(»ly 100,000 
^num-yiiai-s c()ntril)ute(l annually by volunteer leaders ' involved in 
Extensiort work. Jf tlje nature of'Extension is changed-- and espe<'ially 
if the change ^^ould nnike Extension subject to partisan j)()litieal 
domination it could be antici|)ate(l that a very high percentage of 
these volunteers would lose interest. The j)ersonal commitment and 
involvement^ of volunteer leaders are a significant force in most 
. Hxten.sioft ja'ograms. 

Th(* Cooperative Extension Service was coiu'cived as an educational 

|)r^ram and for that reason was jjlaced within the land-grant colleges. 
1 was tied to theJ[<Vd(Tal establishment by means of (1) acceptance 
of the Smith-Lever 'Act by State legislatures, (2) the requirement 
that States match Federal money in support of the j)rograin, and (3j 
; by the memorandum of .understanding between the Secretary of 
Agricuhure and the hmd-grant institutions chosen by State legisla- 
tures to serve a.s tho |)ar(>nt institutions for ])r()gram administration. 
Long and .sometimes bitter debate occurred during hearings preceding 
passage of tl)e Smith-Lever Act.. A significant amount of the discussion 
con.sidercd the manner in which the program would be administered 
at the State level. There was also question as to whether the agents 
should be made direct line employees of the Federal Goverrmient or 
^ employees of the State land-grant institutions. Senator Smith of 
Georgia, one of the authors of the Smith-Lever Act, sumnuui/.ed the 
rationale finally accepted in a statement on January 29, 1914, which 
in part reads as follows: 

Wo arc ^confronted with Hornr of the profcsHors . . . who preferred tliut iiiire- 
st rained power should he Riven to the eoliepres of agricuhure. On the other UkihI, 
there were those who afjreed . . . that it would he L)esl . . . that the a^enlH 
employed should he suhject to the approval of the Depart nuuit of Af^rioulturc. 
The final result of the conf(;n»nces and study was the adoption of a middle course 
providing cooperation with the power to supcrvi.se andkpprove the lin(» of work 
by the DeparJ^nent of Agriculture and leaving to, the eoUeKeH the nelection of the 
agents. 

We finally framed the hill as it is as the result of a consensus of opinion that we 
could rely upon the faculties of the colleges to make the .selections free from any 

f)olitical influence, free from any influence except the spirit of an educational 
eader eaniestlv desirous of carrying the hest information to thofje who arc to he 
its recipients. We concluded that if the l)ept\rtment here were to pass upon these 
men, then the idea would perhaps exist in the state that senators and representa- 
tives c^uld he called on to confer with the Department ahout it and to exercise* 
some political influence over the selection and as wc were seeking to tak(» these 
selections entirely out of politics and to. make them purely educational wo shaped 
the bill a.H it is. 
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The (U'cisioii to f^ruDt autliority to i^irU Stat(* h»^islutwre to name 
a ^in^le lati(l-^rant iostitiition 'n\ inu U State and (o |)lm(* tlie (»in[)l()y- 
ccs or a^'t^its within tlio stafftn^ stru('tur(v^)f tliat institution also had 
a profound aiul hiStin^ impact ujxm the nalun* of the |)ro^rain. It 
('nluinr<»d .Stat(» inHueiu(», it mininii/^cd dir(»ct |)olitical infhu»nc(», it 
preserved tlu' educational natur(» of t lu»j)ro^rani, and it nni(U» |)ossil)le 
tlje develo|)nu»nt of statewide |)rograins whieli could iu)t luive (»volve(l 
as tliey did had tliere been !iW)re than oiu* college or un'iv(»rsity desi<i;-. 
nated to administer eacl» State })ro<?ram. 

TIIIl VATl'UK AM) CHAUACTEUISTK^S OF THE COOPKUATJ VK EXTENSION 

.SEUVK'K 

1. It is educational in |)ro^ram cont(»nt and m(»t luxlolojjy aiul is a 
major part of tli(» |)ul)lic laiuU^rant univ(»rsity system ratlier than 
l)eint: attaClu'd directly to State' ^overnm(»nt, 

2. It provides informal noncr(»(lit educiition coiwlucted l)eyond tlio 
formal classroom and for all a^ijes. 

3. It helps |)(»()pl(» solve |)rol)L<Mns and tak(» advantage of oi)|)or- 
tuiuties tlirou<i:lMMlucati()n. 

4. It features th(» ol)j(»ctive j)rcsentation and amdysis of factual 
information for (l(»cTvionnuddii^ h^' l^he p*»ople themselves. It is ty|)i- 
cally resean'li l)a'.ed with fn^e ih)\\ of ccunmuincation amon^ research, 
extension, aiul resident t(»aclnn^ fum^tions of the State land-grant 
uiuver>ity system aiul witli resources of the U.S. l)(»|)artment of 
Aj^riculture and oth(>r agencies l)oth i)ul)lic and private. 

.'). It functions tlnougli local offices whicli are semiiiutononu)US 
uidts acce^sil)le to and iniluenced l)y h)cal resi(l(»n4s. 

t). It involves cooperati^(> l)Ut ncit lu'cessarily ecpuil sharin^^ of 
fimincial sup|)ort anu)nt: Federal, State, and county l(»vcls of <roveni- 
ment. 

7. ft recpilres coop(»rative sluirinj: of |)rogram d(»velo|)m(»nt among 
Feih'ral, Stal(\ and local l(>veU. 

s. l( is practical, i)rol)l(Mn c(»ntercd, and situati()n l)ascd. 

\K The fundinir and admiidstrative relation^ldps penuit educ»|- 
tiomd pro<rram> directed at hrojul national purposes y(»t serving .vja'cific 
local needs willi pilorifies detcrmiiu*<l locally. 

II). f,()<al involvenu^nt has resulted in tlie voluntary conlribulion 
of ndllions of dollars of private money a^ w(»ll iis tlw very signilicant 
allocution of time l)y \olunteer leaders. 

COOPKUATIVE EXTENSION'— AX EUrCATfONAL M()r)EL 

Cooperative Kxten.sion Inis l)(»on looked »J))<)n for year?r as an ideal 
model oLF'e(ler}d, State, local cooperati^e ofTort. It lias been acknowl- 
edged, along with oin* res(»arch est al)lis[unOnt , as one of the |)rimary 
reas/>ns for tlie worldwid^ su])eriority of American agriculture^. It has 
hom u^ed as a hiodel in most other nations which continue to look to 
tljf^ Uinted States for leadel^hip, advice, and guidance in develojang 
extension services in develo[)ed as well as in undordeveloped countries. 

Coo])crative Extension has been evaluated by formal research. One 
of those studies indicated that the annual return for each additional 
dollar of public funds invested in support of the cond)iuatiou of 
Cooperative Extension services and their related experiment stations 
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is in tho niftj^itudo of 1,300 perootU in perpetuity. Impact from 
Cooperative Ext(»tLsi()ri mav be found in more a(l('(|uat(» cotntnuiiity 
leadership and in hundnMls of thousands of indivi(hnds who huve 
becoino tnoj-o effoctivc. contributors to the Nation as a result of the 
deveh)|)tnenl of theiu eapal)ilities through their involvement in 
Extension edyc^ationai profj^ram.s. 

Di. Fred Harain^ton, who s(»rve(l as presid(»nt of the University of 
Wis( 'onsin, and Dr. Donald \Ie.\eil, who is chancellor 6f the Univ(»r- 
sity of Mnin(» at Portland, conducted a study of adult education for 
the Carnegie Torp. Reporting: (m this study in iy()2. Dr. Harrington 
listed five points of success illusTrat(Ml by the Cooperative Extension 
Servic(». These point. s are: 

1. Coopc'rative Kxt^^nniorl provides tho ohief exnnji^le of a hiiocesHfuJ adiilt 
education movement. ✓ ^ 

^ 2. CooixTutivc K.^fU'rLsion n'^)r(*HrntH what is .so far the only HiiccChH of the 
Federal Goverruuent in providing continuting support of instniction in higher 
education. . 

:i. ('oopprativc Kxt^'n.sion hjus pioneered in the introduction of new t(»ac'hing 
techni(|ueH. 

4. ("ooperalive Fxtension him Hhowruliow to link rf»Heur('h tf) action programs, 
.'). Cooperaiive Kxt-ension has provided an extraordinary exanjplc of the 
^outreach of Lh(» university. 

In seven land-grant presj«lcnts collaborated in a paper pre- 

sented at a national hemiuar on agricultural administ ration iti,:the 
land-grant syst(»in. Some of their observations'related to ( ^)oplu^ftti'Ve 
Extension are: 

The Cooperative Kxtension Service hus oft-<'n heen termed one of Mie nio^^t 
distinctive inventions of American e(iiication One of the great .stn^ngths 

(»f the C'rtoperative lixtvrwion Service since its inception ♦ * * i> tfiat ttuit it lias 
d<'ve|op<'fi an nr^.i.p/.at inrt whiefi pertnits it to i>e sj-n-itive ^) the needs and 
WShes ftt tli't-c it serve*-. 

Tin' K\t<-nMon idea iini^t fie preserved. Sperijil consiticmtyon rnnnt l)e giv(»n as 
ttt how its uni(pie strength can be adapt^'d to meet tlie many urgent needs, ftome 
of them (piite new . * 

THE COOPKKATIVE KXTENSfOX HOLE 

The (\)operative Extension has responded not only to local concerns 
but to national i)riorities. was instrumental in t^ieft,succ(\ssful 
initiation of the TV'A, the AAA, and soil cons(»rvation district pro- 
grftii^><. It concentrated on farm production during World War II; 
it respon<led to national concerns on human nutrition; it is tackling 
the needs of town atui city youth; and is accepting an in'creasing 
responsibility for em(»rging concerns related to rural development 
and tlie (environment. It has done and is doing these things throuo:h 
education, information, inspiration, and involvement of individuals, 
families, and community orroups. The most recent example of Exten- 
8ion^s response to natioinil probl(»rns took place just a weeks n^^o 
when it. conducted a nationwide hor.se population c<^nsus to assist 
the Department of Agriculture in (,'oinbating Venezuelan eqtiine 
^^cephalomvelitis. y 

It might logically be asked why it is necessary for the Cooperative 
Extension program to be continued now that therT? has been developed 
a strong agricultural capability and many rural homes have, been 
upgraded to a level far more (romparable to those in the city tlian was 
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the case a half century a^o, Fii^t of all, a look at the field of agrieultgrfe 
is appropriate. 

Thfe problems of the American farmer are far mor^ comolex tj^iay 
than ever before. The increasing pre.s8ure.s upon the Ameri(nin frfmer 
^ in terms of marketing, management, pestickje.s, feodlot v^'^aste dls- 
ponal, land-use ])lanning and zoning, a^ weir as those of f)iO(luetion 
it^ielf, require -continued support, both from t he standpoint of resefyTh 
and the extension of that research to t he farmer for his use. The average 
farmer who represents the vast majority of American agriculture i an- 
not be expected to conduot'his own* research nor take the time to seek 
out^isahle knowledge from the technical language of the highly trained 
scientist. America's farmer today neecU m(}re assistance, more su[)port, 
more understanding, and more education — not less. It is seldom realized 
that a significant portion of Extension's ''agricultural" programs serve 
the i^rbftnite as well as the agriculturt^l producer. Agricultural tech- 
nology information on urban horticulture, turf grass, insect control, 
and plant di.seases are a few examples. Of course, the consumer'is the 
ultimate beneficiary of those programs related la food and fiber 
production. . , , 

The American family today nriust function in a complicated and de- 
manding society. The need for education in human nutrition is un- 
usually high. It is not enough to have packaged and processed foods 
available. The homemaker needs to know the food value of those j)ro(l- 
ucts and she needs to know how to make her food dollar go as lar iis 
possibl^^^With congressional support. Cooperative Extension has * 
mounted a massjvf* and effective effort in nutrition education, hoth in 
the city and in the nonmetro])olitan areas of the Nation. Ejuerging 
efforts of (imperative Exten.sioh are involving the homemaker in 
aspects of her ( onunuiuty as well as the im[)r()vemeut of her own jnan- 
agerial skills within the home. Her leaden^hip in providing a meaningful 
quality of life for family memhers continues to hold a high priority. 

America's young people have been pointed to as a source of the very 
highest concern in terms of tlieir motivation, their ptoonal develop- 
menty and their abilitv and willingness to move into an adult demo- 
cratic society in an affirmativ^e manner. The 4-H program, and effort 
conducted by Cooperative Exten.sioa has, without question, proven 
its ability to inspire young people, to develop their citizenship and 
leadership capacities, and to bring them through their teenage years 
with an affirmative and constructive outlook that is a prerequisite 
to our form of society. ... 

Cooperative Extension has been continuously reviewed in an effort 
to update its programs in response to economic and social needs. In * 
1948, the Kepner report con.sidered post-World War II needs of our 
people. In 1958, the so-called Scope report addressed attention to the 
informal education needs of the mid-century years. Then, in 1968, a 
national committee of representatives of the lay public and high 
oflBcials of the USDA and the land-grant universities^projected the role 
of Cooperative Extension Service for the 1970's. The report entitled 
''A People and a Spirit'' ealls for continued support to commercial 
agriculture, a heavy expansion of programs dealing with quality of 
living — both youth and adult,- and large increases in educational pro- 
grams related to rural development. 





The Cooporative Exteimion Sorvice could — aJul would if given the 
charge and tho resourceH— bocoine the educatioiial component for 
any now ( omprehenHive policy of Vural development. By providmg 
educational information about action programs and by involving local 
^Toimnunity leadership in the processes of development, the Coopera- 
tive Extension Service could provide a vitally important component 
iasupport of the action phases of rural development efforts envisioned 
i^i S. 1612. 

In aH of these efforts, the program is focused on the delivery of 
objective information based upon research and presented free of 
political control. There is not sufficient insurance that Senate bill 1612, 
as now drafted, will provide the legislative basis upon which such a pro- 
gram can be continued in an effective and objective manner. 

SUMMARY > 

Inclusion of the Cooperative Extension Service in S. 1612 indicates 
recojrnition of the need for an educational component to permnriH^m 
phases of rural community development to ne fully effective. The 
National Association of State Universities and Ljin-Orant (>olleges 
fuUy supports the involvement of the Cooperative Extension Service 
in rural community developnu^nt so long as safeguards jire provided to 
maintain the educational objectivity of the programs. These safeguards 
exist under present legislation; they (;ould be compromised by including 
extension in S. 1612. In addition, present national coordination and i 
leadership for extension work would be lessened, if not totally de- 
stroyed, by passage? of S. 1612. Present State progrum influence would 
iiuTeascs but there is no assurance county a^id community [)ri()rities 
would enjoy the same importance as they do at {)resent. S. 1()12 as 
now drafted would enforce persoimel and {)rogram reductions at the 
State level through loss of current })rivileges and economies. The im- 
portant tie to research at the regional and national levels would be 
badly weakened. Amendments to correct weakensses would, at best, 
improve the bill so that advantages of present extension organization 
and programing might be maintained but these improvements would 
not create arrtmj^ements superior to the Smitlj-Lever and related acts. 

these reasons and those deUiiled earlier in this statements we 
respectfully urge that this committee strike from S. 1612 all references 
to^the (cooperative Extension Service. ^ . . 

S(Uiator Hu.MPHREY. I am very sorry, but ^ome of my colleagues 
are not here this morning. And I am going tft respectfully suggest 
that possibly Mr. Shaffer of your association might want to send a 

Fersonal summary of this testimony to each member of the committee, 
think it is very valuable testimony. 

Senator (^urtis, we have just heard from Mr. Watts, who has been 
talking with us about the section of the special revenue shariuf? for 
niral (levelopment legislation that deals with the Extension Service. 
And as you were coming in I was suggesting to Mr. Paul Shafl'er that 
he might want to give us a little brief summary of it to each member 
of the committee that couldn't be here today so that \ve can look it 
over. . * . /* 

I have a couple of questions tllfet I want to ask you. 

But may J ask you, do you wish to have any c<)i,nment at all from 
any of the other members here? / 
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Mr. Watts'. I don^t believe so. We woi*il(^of course be willino; to 
answer any q^iiestions. . ta t u tt . u- 

Senator Humphrey. We have, SenatorOiirtis, Dr. John Hutchison 
of .Texas, Dr. Joe Stein of Nevachi, Paul Shaffer of the association— 
you reside in Wasliington, (1q you, Mr. Shaffer? 

Mr. Shaffer. Yes, sir. ' tt • i 

Senator Humphrey. And Mr. Coffindaffor of West Virginia. And 
Dr. Diesstin of Indiana, all representing the Extension vServire. 

Do I understand, Mr. Watts, that all \)f your associates agree or 
support yourastate rn en t? • r - ^ © 

Mr. Watts. Yes sir. 

Senator Humphrey. This is the statement represc^nting your ^roup? 

Mr. Watts. This stat<>ment, exc<u>t for the last comments relative 
to Dr. Vamer's i)roposal, whic^h repres(»nts only our greup as repre- 
sentatives—atypical directors. The other has been formally approved 
by all the directtors and the Exten^n CommiWee on Organization 
and Policy and by the National Association of State Universities and 
Land-Grant Colleges. . 

vSenator Humphrey. I know that Senator Curtis was very mterested 
in t)r. Vamer's statement and recommendation at the University of • 

Nebraska. ' ' [ . ' . ^. n -.u . 

Senator Curtis, Dr. Watts and his associates individually, ^nthout 
having had the chance for any formal ratification in the extension 
servicics, but individually support and endorse the suggestions made by 
Dr. Vamer on the occasion oi our visit to Nebraska. 

Senator Curtis, you may recall you asked a number of qXieStions 

about it. , 1 r 1 • 

Senator C'urtis. I have visited with a large number of people in the 
Extension Service^out this. And I aiu famiha^ with what they have 
to say about retirement and fringe l^^^fits and all of that. V\ hat is 
your position today? Do you oppose the legislation in toto, or do you 
support with amendments? i • * 

Mr. Watts. Our position has been cast only toward an analysis ot 
those provisions that pertain to the Cooj)erative Exten)5ion wService. 
We have not taken a position pro or con m terms of the concej)t gon- 
*erally. I 'think the statfbent of need 

Senator Curtis. I. will state my question another way, then. Are 
you at this time asking to be excluded from it? 

^ff Watts. Yes. 

Senator Curtis. Bather than to remain in with any ainendments? 

Mr. Watts. We have looked at this very carefully, and we feel t>hat 
were we tc^get all the amendments that we fe(4 an^ needed, we would 
get to the same placie that exclusion would take us. Therefore we feel 
that exclusion would be the far simpler route, and certainly wc feel it 
woul(> be more effective. , 

Senator Humphrey. I have just a couple of questions, gentlemen. 
And any one of you, starting with Mr. Watts can respond. 

We heard from Dr. Vam^r about his concept and the role which vou 
* seek for agricultural Cooperative Extension Services in rural (levelop- 
ment. Would you like to make any furthef comment at all about the 
role that you see for your established Cooperative Extension Ser^^ce 
in the broadened program or the new interest in rural development r 

Mr. Watts. I would like to make a very brief statement and ask my 



colleagues^ also, because each State I tbi^k represents a different 
perspective. ' * 

Senator Humphrey. Yes. - . . 

Mr. Watts. In Colorado we have dehberately seen a broadening 
of the cooperative extension program and. its role. For ejtampl^, | 
have just been apppinte^l as .seeretrfry of a rural development com- 
mission appointed by Governor Love. We have other members of 
cooperative extension on this commission. We are involved in leader- 
ship for the Department of Agriculture in its rural development 
c^mittees. We have supported very sU'ongly our State planning 
office, a newlv created land-use commission which is seekmg to develop 
, at the local level—to implement at the local level new requu*ements 
toward land-us^oGcy in the Stat6. 

^ Now, these cafinot be done effe/^ely unless people get involved in 
their own communities,, So we ^Pfeat the place of an organization 
such as cooperative extension, ^fiM^the background it has, mth its 
ties to research, and the mformation flow capabiUty it hgs, can fill 
the educatioixal role. It can fill it m a way that can permit the com- 
munities to relate to someone \^ho is not a direct Une agent, someone 
in whom they have confidence because of this neutrality. But our 
relations ifi this I think have been excellent. 

So I would perceive that the kind of role outlined by Pr. Varner is 
•entirely in keepmg with the thrust that was outUned in the document 
^ People and a Spirit," the national committee report of 2 years ago. 
And certainly it is one^that would be completely compatible with any 
programs that I would see in our own States. 

Sei^ator Humphrey.- Any other gentlemen?^ ■ 

This is Dr. Hutchison of Texas, 

STATEMENT OF 1)E. JOHN E. HUTeHISOIT, BIEECTOR, tOOPEEATDTE 
EXTENSION SEEVICE, TEXAS A & M, UNIVERSITY, COLliiJE 
• STATION, TEX. ; ALSO SEPRESENTING THE NATIONAL ASSOCIA: 
TION OP STATE UNIVERSITIES AND LAND-GRA]^ COIXEGES AND 
THE EXTENSION COMipTTEE ON OBGAiTteATION AND POLICY 

Mr. Hutchison. I would likb to comment m this way, that the 
'Cooperative Extension Service is far more thflti an agency to transfer 
technology. It is a sophisticated system of mformal education that- 
eln bodies the full range ■[interest and concerns of- the people with 
whom we work. And Vl|»ld submit that the deep involvement of 
localleadershjp in studying'this situation and studying the' developing 
trends that form the basi§ for their program^ that help them to identify 
problems and opportunities and help thetn to identify the priorities 
that they wish to activate is a subtle kind oieducation, and is a means; 
by which higher education &n be taken to the pubHc af large, many] 
of \vhom, most of whom,. perhaps, have no "opportunity to come t^ 
the mstitution of higher education per saon the campus. And so we 
are very much interested 'in being a part of the programs of rural 
development.-And we believe that at its' very genesis that rural devel- 
opnaent Ls an educational matter. Unless there is a chan^ of attitude, 
until there is an attitude of hop^,* an opportunity for progress amopg 
the people,'not much progress can be made tbwaj-d rural development. 



.Also it j)rovides us with an opportunity to bring to the attention 
of people in yefy realistic ways the kind of assistance that is availalble 
from many, many sources, botAi Federal, State, and otherwise, that 
they can utilize in bringing about rural development and improving 
the conditions of their lives and the conditions of their economy. 

Senator Hu&^phrey. We see the ])os8ibility of a land-grant college 
or university with the Extension Service becoming a cen tral pomt tor 
information and doquinentatten of all. kinds that relate to rural 
development. And Dr, Varner talked to us somewhat about that. And 
I gather that yon sense that that is an im^^rtant role for the Extension 
Service, 

Mr, HuipcHisoN. I do, indeed, sir. 

Senator Humphrey. Do you have specialized traming programs now 
to put new emphasis upon the rur-al development aspects of your work? 

Mr. WArrs, There are two aspects of it. Senator Humphrey, One 
of these — in our own institution, we htfve sponsored both a national 
and a regional community rural development workshop for people 
who are specialized in extension this particular activity. We are also 
.working toward a formalized .curriculum, and so are the other institu- 
tions that we feel can be helpful here. 

In addition td^his, I would also personally support what Dr, Varner 
indicated, I believe, to this couumtteey that there are disciplines not 
common to most extension services 'that are needed. 

Senator Humphrey, Yes, that was opened up for, discussion at the 
time. Dr. Varner made it clear that he has just giving us a broad 
concept, which, by the way, we would appreciate from any of you, 
that is anything that you have that relates to this type of development. 

Does anyone else wish to make any comment? ^ 

' STATEMENT OF DE. JOSEPH F. STEIH, ASSOCIATE DIEECTOE, CO- 
OPERATIVE EXTENSION SERVICE, TJNmiRSlTy OF NEVADA, 
RENO, NEV.; ALSO REPRESIWTINO THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
Oip STATll^ UNIVERSITIES AND LAND-GRANT COLLEGES, AND 
chairman; EXTENSION COMMITTEE ON ORGANIZATION AND 
POLICY 

Mr. Stein, ! would like to say. this. In carrying out rural develop- 
ment responsibilities firs^I think that the Extension Service bb an 
organization has the communication with the local people to really 
do the j6b, I think the important thing has been the type of resources 
available to focus attention on some of the local problems to get the 
Job. done, ' " r v i x • 

' Senator Humphb^sy/ I am impressed by the fact that the li«xteitsion 
Service has this long period of service to rural America. And you do 
havevyour contacts, you do hot only work at the farm level, but you 
are known in the business community and the professional coinmumty 
and the academic community, all of which is requu-ed for any kmd of 
extension, or any kind of ^ expansion in rural America, whether it is 
agricultural, industriaU or educational expansionary development. ' 

Mr, W'ATTS, I believe we sometimes also lose sight of the fact that 
our 4-H program, which is .perceived in somewhat a different context, 
does also have a very real. contribution to make to this sort of thing. 
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For example, we have a urogram called community pride. And tbese 
young people in their leadership in their commimity, No. 1, as citizens^ 
and No. 2— getting things done in the community for community 
good c^n sometimes achieve things thdt ar^Tiot usually talked about 
un rural development, .because we are thinking in terms of an adiih 
program. And this, too^ I think can be a dimension of some 
consequence. . 
Senator Humphrey. I agree. 

Mr. Hutchison. Senator Humphrey, I am sure you are already 
aware that the Cooperative Extension is deeply involved in this rural 
development effort. 

Senator Humphrey, Yes; I am aware of that. . 

Mr. Hutchison. And most Extension directors are serving as 
chairmen of fhe Stajj|ural development committees. In my State of 
Texas, for example, fHfGovernor^s oflSce is represented in the member- 
ship on this commitwe. The man who is director of the industrial 
commission of our State is a member of this committee. And so we 
bnnff together the leadership of the State who are interested in rural 
deve bpment. And this committee in our State this past year has 
developed a piece of legislation which was submitted to the Texas 
Legislature and passed bj the Texas Legislature providing some risk 
capital foi- small industnes in rural areas to use to get started on a 
. basis, of coursej although it has not yet been funded. 

VThey also passed legislation which would permit communities to 
vote revenue bonds to support and develop iqdustry, that has been 
proven fetisible. 

I cite tliese as examples of the kind of contributions that are being 
made over and above wha/ is normally thought of traditionally as the 
educational efforts. o ^ 

STATEMENT OF DA. i.X. COFMNDAPFER, DIRECTOR, COOPERATIVE 
EXTENSION SERVICE, WEST VIRGINIA UNIVERSITY, MORGAN- 
TOWN, W. VA.; ALSO REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL ASSOCIA- 
HON OF^ATE UNIVERSITIES AND LAND-GRA^T COLLEGES AND 
THE EXTENSION COMMITTEE ON ORGANIZATION AND POLICY 

Mr. CoffindIffer. Senator, I think one of the things that is verV 
important at this time in our hist()r\- is to start looking at the rural 
'areas. Take my State, for example, ft is ^-Imost comnletelv rtnul, and 
representative of a large se2:ment of the Appalaclnan area and the 
JNortheast. The issues that face the rural people- today are fMobably 
^oing to demand oven a liigher le^'ei of sopliisticatiou* tlian thev have 
m the past. Our Extension over the years I think has established its 
credibihtv. It has a high degree of trust of the individual. We liave 
people ^'bo are'^sidents in the county. And with the opportiMiity to 
continue there, and tlien to backstop the new programs that niiglit btf 
' contained in the Institute for Rural Dovfelopment, with new training, 
new personnel, and new resources at our disposal, I believe that we 
would find that this would probably be one of the most effective 
instruments to deal with the isshes that face an area like mine that 
has been somewhat bypassed by technological chatiges. Our success in 
the past has brought us into an entirely new area. And I believe this is 



the mechanism that could effectively work in the rural countr^'side, in 
a noiimetropolitan area. 

Senator Humphrey. One of the coiicerns that some people have had 
about the Extension Service is whether it is psvcholog:icallv, or by 
background, experience and training, f^eared to the industrial aspe(^ts 
of rural development. ItS' program traditionally ha^ been primarily 
directed through county agricultural agents and your educational 
programs at the university level directed at the individual farmer; his 
tarm and his farming operations. The point that I think has been 
raised — and I onl^^ mention it because it has been raised — is whether 
or not Extension, with its outreach and county agents are really 
equipped by background, training, and orientation to deal with 
economic development in addition to its agriculture work. 

Mr. QoFFiND.VKKER. I think we could point to a number of successes 
in this area. And many people are transcending this ais times change. 
Peoi)le are coming out of college toda}^ with different levels of orienta- 
tion. But I believe we could find a number of instances in our State 
where the county Extension workers have been the prime movers 
behind local groups responsible for industrial development. And I 
suspect without a great deal of difficulty we would pinpoint very 
specifi<'ally emph)yers other than agriculture related that haye^ come 
to the State and have established their operations. And I believe this 
yvoAiid be true in dther States as well. So I think with just a little bit 
of further training and backstopping they will become even more 
effective than they are today. 

Senator Humphkey. What about the REA's. Do you have repre- 
sentation of rural electric cooperatives on your State committees? 

Mr. Hutchison. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpuhey. I have always looked lipon the REA's as one 
of the organizations of rural people that cut ac'i'oss all the different 
organizational lines. You have members of the Farmers Union, the 
Farm Bureau, tlie NFO,>an(i the Grange and all of them that all seem 
to be able to work together in the rural electric cooperative program.^ 

STATEMENT OF DR. HOWARD G. DIESSUN, DIRECTOR, COOPERA- 
TIVE EXTENSION SERVICE, PURDUE UNIVERSITY, LAFAYHTTE, 
IND.; ALSO REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL ASSOCMlTION OF 
STATE UNIVERSITIES AND LAND-GRANT COLLEGES AND THE 
EXTENSION COMMITTEE ON ORGANIZATION AND POLICY . 

Mr. DiEssLix. I want to comment on your question on the industrial 



the colleges who are worJdng almost full-time either in policy or 
community developrpent who are very well equipped in the area of 
industrial Uevelopment. Now, as you know, our job is not promoting 
industrial development, but to layout the opportunities that are avail- 
able in this area. And also equally important, som^^^oplmunities prob- 
ably should not develop industrially, and if they doUhey have certain 
co^h that could far exceed the benefits. So we havd got to be careful 
on both sides of the coin here that the people hafve the facts, and 
where the op[)ortunity exists to industrialize, tha/t thev go after it, 
and where they shouldn't, it is equally important that they try some- 
thing else. \^ 




economists on the staffs of all 
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Senator Humphrey. Very good. 

I have a question. Would any of you gentlemen wish to comment 
on how you might fare if you had to secure all of you funds from your 
State legislatures? 

Mr. Watth. That is a very difficult question to answer. I don't 
believe I could accurately predict this. We have had—in our last 2 
ears, I believe — I would have to check our budget figures to be certain, 
ut I know last year the bigeest dollar increase we had was from the 
countries them.selves. And this is in terms of operating budget sup- 
port, allowing us to have summertime aides, and nonprofessionals to 
support the j'outh program and to do special programs, particularly 
in high density population countries, where our Federal support has 
not been adequate to meet the population grpwth. And I oelieve in 
some States — and this is only a personal opinion, I M ould like to 
make it very clear — but under revenue sharing I would expect there 
would be a high diversity in what would happen. And one of the 
concerns that we have expressed, and I would repeat, is that a 
part of the success of cooperative extension is that there are some 
national overlays that are not directive and mandatory. But the 
juitrition education program which was authorized by the Congress 
^only 3 years ago in my opinion has been an (effective program. Itp^had 
""'the national support when it was im|)lemeiited. It nas not, to my 
knowledge—at least we certainly didn't even consider ])utting it in 
any county where there was any question about its acceptability 
locally. And so we hav.e been able to sort of marry up thesf5 three levels 
of government. And they work against each other in a sort of a balanc- 
ing land of program, where you can get the inputs of advisory com- 
mittees locally, and the money locally, and at the same time you 
have got State and Federal worlcing with it. And I think it would vary 
considerably State by State. 

Mr. Hutchison. Senator flumphrey, I would like to comment that, 
.based on the history of the Cooperative Extension Service and the 
large number of programs that have been conducted on a coordinated 
basis by all State Cooperative Extension Services in the interest 
of national goals, it would indicate that if this potential would be 
lost that it would be a very great loss to the Nation as a whole. 
And I would refer to the organization of the various action programs 
at their inception, such as the soil conservation district, the rural 
electrification, and these kinds of things, t^e food for peace programs 
during two world wars, and now the nutrition programs. And I 
would comment just on the most recent near-catastrophe of the 
invasion of the United States by the VEE, Venezuelan encephalomye- 
litis program, which hit our State very hard. And the airector of 
science and education. Dr. Ned Bayley, called me one morning and 
said. We must have as quickly as humanly possible a report day by 
day from each county on the number of sick horses and the number 
of dead horses. And within 24 hours we were providing this, informa- 
tion accurately for the 254 counties in our State. 

These kinds of programs would be lost if Extension were relegated 
to a State agency as opposed to the opportunity that now exists with 
Federal funding for cooperative efforts. 

Senator Humphrey. What is Extension doing to promote the 
formation of county planning and development districts, which aa 
you know has become quite a program across the country? 
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Mr. Watts. We have done several things in Colorado. The first 
thing we did when wo organized the USDA rural (h^velopment ( oin- 
inittees was to organize a State eonnnittee. And we have a private 
industry planning agency and a State planning agency in the Gover- 
nor's executive offices which deal with j)lanning and resource develop- 
ment, farm organizations, rej)resentative8 of the lay j)ublic, and all 
the agencies that would be in the department involved in this. We 
have done this also at the district level. We have 12 planning (lis- 
tncts in Colorado. And these are set xrp to handle A-95 requests 
as well as the planning evolution in the State. So we have locked in 
the same geography as the organizationl^We were, I think, instru- 
mental in getting those 12 districts set un the way they are, because 
the Extension was working cooperatively with the State planning 
office which had that responsibility. And we arranged the meetings, 
• at which time local [)eople had a chance to react to the Governor's 
recommendations, which I believe at that time were working toward 
about eight. And as a result of the hearings, and the in[)ut from 
people locally, the 12 that we now have were set up. We are now 
working in the same manner with the new land use commission. And 
they are als4 tending in this direction, you see. I feel that we have 
a capacity here to at least i)rovide the infornnition on which j)oiicy 
decisions of this type are being made. 

Mr. Hutchison. vSenator Ilumphreyj I would comment that I 
think most States are working in the same way as outlined by Director 
Watts. In our State, for exami)le, the State is (Hvided into 23 economic 
districts. And the Governor's office borrowed some of our specialists 
to work with his |)lanninff units in developing the input-output' in- 
formation that was developed to su|)port these economic planning 
units. And we have been deeply involved in working with them. And ^ 
in our vState the State la\v l-equires that any- new developmental 
programs that would be initiated would be initiated-along the lines 
that were established by the Governor's office. 

Senator Humphrey. Mr. Diesslin, you had some comment on this? 

Mr. DiESSLiN. The vState planning office is a i)art of pur State 
committee, and all of our local committees on rural develoj)ment are 
simultaneous with the economic development area boundaries. 

Senator Humphrey. So the multicounty planning districts are 
really phased into your program? . 

Mr. DiEssLiN. Kight. 

Senator Humphrey. And from what I have heard here I gather 
you are somewhat instrumental in encouraging their formation? 

Mr. D1E.SSLIN. We helped them in the development of it, and the 1 
facts they used t.a set up the areas, and have cooperated all along. v 
Senator H^jmphrey. Anybody else? )\ 
Mr. Stein? a 
Mr. Stein. I would say, Senator,' that this is true in Nevada a^ , 
well. We have worked very closely with the State' planning board in , 
surveying and'^ving the necessary data to determine what planning 
districts perhaps should be made in our Nevada situation. 

Mr. Hutchison. Senator Humphrey, if I might, I would like to ^ 

fo back to the previous question that yoii raised about whether the 
Ixtension staff or State Extension staff people were oriented to work 
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in industrial development as-well as in traditional agriculture. And I 
would like to comment that most of the growth that has taken place 
in the form of professional staff members in the Coof)erative Ex- 
tension Services in the last decade have been sf)eciali8ts. And many 
of these ^vere specialistii who serve on an area basis as well as on a 
State basii^. And I would cite an examf)le, with which I am familiar. 
In our State, divided into 12 districts for administrative purposes, 
we have an economist in management, located in each of these dis- 
tricts at the district headquarters, who is deeply involved in matters 
pertaining to economic development. And in addition the Extension * 
Service has been involved in the development of cooperatives through- 
out the Nation, and has been in a sponsoring role for the development 
of these cooperatives. 
Senator Humphrey. Of course. 

Mr. CoFFiNDAFFER. Senator, along this same line I think the ques- 
tion that we have found particularly in our area toward bringing 
employers into rural areas has to do ^vith the level of community 
services. And this has to be directly related to the people who live in 
that community themselves. So irrespective of what any governmental 
unit does other than being able just to dictate that one goes in and 
locates here, the developments that are going to occur would be directly 
related to the involvement of people at the local level. And this I think 
is one of the real strong points that extension workers have, is to know 
how to go through the process of getting local people concerned about 
what is going to happen, concerned about their communities and then 
knowing how to get the necessary action to provide tljie kind of attrac- ^ 
^tive things that are needed to get the employers to come in. So I think 
the process at local level is perhaps more important than a specific 
subject matter/ 

Senator HuMPHRErr I have a feeling — maybe it is just because I 
have been recently more involved in this whole matter — that this idea 
of rural development, has become a much more inte^ated type of 
development in that it goes into community services, mto industrial 
expansion, and transportation. The whole picture has kind of taken 
on a new momentum in the last few years. 

Mr» Wattjs. That is correct. 

Senator Humphrey. Is it just because I have become involved in 
this subcommittee, or because it is really happening? 

Mr. Hutchison. It is really happening, yes, sir. 

Mr. Watts. I believe one of the reasons you would find the d«^ee of 
interest by the sponsoring cooperative services in this problem is that 
we operate on an informal basis where, if you don't ^have a so-called 
teachable people or an interest on the part of the lay public, it is pretty 
difficult. And I would say that 20 years ago, raising this same issue, 
you would have found very little of that in the local community. And 
today there are insttoces of — for example, in the hearings we have been 
having in Colorado we have uncovered just scary infor^aation about 
the number of units, for example, in the Aspen, Colo., area, already 
approved, and then nobody ever had it in one central point where they 
could took aC it. And these problems are with us in a State such as mine. 
•We have very fast declining population in parfe of the State, and mush- f 
rooming population in another. And this kind of imbalance does not 
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portend a very responsible, reasonable kind of development for our 
Statd. I am sure the Governor is concerned about it, and many people 
I think that there is a great deal of interest in this thing at the 
lo^^al level. 

Senator Humphkev. Carl. 

Senator Curtis. I have a conference on the Sugar Act. 

Senator Humphrey. I guess you huxl better go to that. Be^sure you 
get a lot of beets in there. ' 

Well, gentlemen, unless vou have something further to add^ I 
want to ex|)ress mv thanks. But don't hesitate if you have somethmg 
elne. Because we look to you for a great deal of guidance. We are 
dealing with subject matter that has many ramifications, and it Ls 
very hard to put your hand right on it and say this is rural develop- 
ment. When you speak of development it comes in many forms. 
And we think that the Extension Service has a unique role to play. 
I reallv believe that your leadership in rural America can be funda- 
mentally important. And you have a way of doing it. I find that in 
rural America you just don't come in and grab people and say we 
are going to do it this way, you have got to talk it out. It takes a Httle 
time. It isn't (luite the same as some of our decisions that we make at 
the urban level. 

Will vou please feel free to forward to us any suggestions that jou 
have, truthfully this is a totally nonpartisan or bipartisan effort 
that we are inatdng here, and we need the help of everybody we can 
get, even on matters that don*t directly relate to the Extension Service. 
You men have a keen interest in the' financing of rural development, 
the credit that is necessary, the kind of transportation, the educational 
and community facilities'that are required in rural areas. And in your 
capacity just as a citizeu feel free to share with us, because you are 
out there. We need your guidance. 

Thank yoU very much. 

(Sununar}- statement submitted by Mr. Watts is as follows:) 

We appreciate this opportunitv to appear before vou to dificuss the Rural 
Community Development He venue Sharing Act of 1971 as it relates specifically 
to the Cooperative Exten.sion Service. I am Lowell H. Watts, director of the 
Cooperative Extension Service for Colorado State University. My coUeagueH 
present today are: , . . 

Dr. lioward (». Diesslin, dircetor, Cooperative Extension Service, Purdue. 
Dr. John E. Hutchinson, director, Agricultural Extension Service, Texas 

A. & M. University. 
Dr. B. L. Coffindaffer, director, Cooperative Exten.sion Service, West 

Virginia University. 
Dr. Joseph Stein, director, Cooperative Extension Service, University of 
Nevada, and chairman of the Extension Committee on Organization 
and Policy. 

Present also is Dr. Paul Shaffer, director, Office of International Programs, 
National Association of State Universities and Land-(frant Colleges. 

This testimony is presented with the approval and support of the National 
Association of State Universities and Land-Oraiit Colleges and the Extension 
Committee on Organization and Policy and on behalf of the most complex, most 
far-reaching and most pervasive organization ever created to project scientific 
knowledge in a meaningful and useful form to people outside the classroom. Our 
testimony ^11 focus upon sections 202(c) and 416 of S. 1612. 

At the outset, we commend the Congress for the policy statement on rur&l 
development conUined in title IX of the 1970 Farm Act. We also support the 
concerns for rural America and for balanced growth and developmeift expressed 
by the President in his message on rural community development. The Cooperative 
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Extonflion Service haa the capacity and organization to C9*&b,ite to those peliov 
objectivea. It can do so, however, opiy a.M an objective, i^cal^ neutral educa^ 
nf ?hii°/^"^"°°- Thi« testimony^ill examine the prov'imons of K ?6 2 .. terms 
eluc'atToKrvir" '^'^"'y other authori'd 

aianmcL^K°'iS^r'','r''l; T ^"''■i tb'it 8. 1612 aH it is now vvritt-n wo.ild 

1 • " ''^''"''wide syHtfin of informal education ho soundlv'con- 
vou-a? le^t ? ;;:r°,?^r r-'V-t-d "^..r the „ast :,7 years. The Wll .".ow -before 
h T I "f' l.»;rta""ug to the Cooperutiv.. KxU-nsion Service— is 

f^^a,r^ -r T'^'' '°'>8-'-'"'5« implications. Section 2oi(e) appears 

L H ll^'^T''"''* as the oiitn-ach arm of o.ir land-grant uni ver- 

,8itics and the educational arm of the USDA. But section 202(e) t.-lls us , othintr 
about the au honty of the Secretary of Agriculture to approve .la, s of work t 
ftv 'n^ •rV?/''^''"^^"'^'^ Oovernors. It fails t.i Lt.re j.ol tical 1° iLl- 

i«7i^ r "/ I"'"'?'-'"" fffort are ignored. It is not c ear wh.aher the 

funding level .s a frozen figure or onlv a base 

„.T^„ "'"•'"''V'''? Kxtension Service is clearly unlike anv of the oth.T agencies 
U llS'"' l'"-"'"^'*'"'* 'i'- ^^'i l"-'Jt;°«<'d It i--- "<'t " cateK,.rical graut program 
.rOi^am^orioS ""f ^ h'""' ^"^"jy"""'"' '"-"P'" '^e detemnnati.m^f H 
w^^H 1^"°" It already pn.vides a greater fl. xibility in pn.gra.iiing than 

rdueatk'iar'Jne": " action program b,,t an 

.,f ^^''■'f '"="n'<'rf '-d i..t<. Extensi.,,1 ..peratious are the revenue sharing concepts 
ill H "'r"'t d<i'"i.M..uakinK, ihe ..>iabli.sh,newt of pn.gra.ii pr rTt es 

and decentralized «.,>tr,.l. An important added feature of the e.tisting u~^^^ 
ment ,8 a nationwide network, sMpportiv but m.t directive ,,f State mid locK^ 
. grams. Lx ,.iisi.,„'s programs have retnained r.-lativlv free of p,, it ical d r?Vt o i 
and con r,.l, pr.n.anly beca.l.se of Kxte,.si.„.'s tie to the land-gra, t iii^tit iti ms h 
'mu ual agreeiiient'' clause of the Smith-Lever Act, its multiple MMirces !, " und- 
mg, It close ties to and dependence up.,., research, a.id the fact that it is „„t a 
direct lin.. agency of either J.'..dena or State governtnent. Inelusi,„i ,,f Ex , ns i in 
rev,Miue sharing would jeopardize the co„ti.[liatioii of local funding LidvV.lmiteer 

WU|/Iy(>ri. 

The fact that the President has, in .section 2()2re), seen fit to evempt ExtensS.n 
Ou!;., ';;frF" ^"^'T^'^ l-f ■•.••^•■""<' sharing legislktion is an iudiZon 'Iha he 
Co ,,erative Extension Service ,s recogniz..<i a.s not fitting easilv and appropriately 
into the revenue sharing concept a,s proposed in S. I(5l2 piiauij 
fJ/i-T' "■ ^^-^ ''"e'^lation could alter the basic operating structure of (\,„nera- 

l^ntraH^""uT "''^V T""""" ^" •'^'"'•''•'■^ direct^>olitical influen'e'^ de- 

centralize )t to a point where national goals and efforts could not effectivelV be 
mounU-d and thereby negatively affect the e,iucati<,nal impact of the pn gra. 
After careful study and analysis of the leglslativ proposa , it appearsThat an 
HulJ^T' """T"' ^Vf.kable system is b.-ing rf.ibjVcted to the high risk o 

dtstortton and weakness. Weaknesses in the Legislation 

rhe bill contains .several w.-akncsses that pertain to Cooperative Extension 
I. There is .i„ provision in the bill for imitual agreem,.nt between the Htat<. 

S?Sr\;.'rri^i^.xi''-^ " - ^- •>■•-' "-t- 

The Department has stated: 

"We are confident that effective and .satisfactory working relationships can be 
worked ,,ut be ween the land-grant institution and the Departtnent in c nt n ing 
Extension work .inder revenue sharing. The revenue sharing pro,,osal did not 
contemplate the abolishment of the Fed..ral ExU-nsion offiee since there w°ll be a 
efforts " "at'onal-regional-state relationships and other cooperative 

We are les.s confident than is the Department that all -these ^lationshios could 

' SmUhteverAcVr"''"'' iTy, 'f"''-^- ''''■J'''' mutual c.Len^ pS"." he 
Sinith-Lever Act is one of the ba.ses upon which the nonpolitieal arrangements for 
'irfh"'^ Extension has been assured. Elimi%ir,n of thi.s relationship leaves to 
chance the working out of arrangements for the^iture. If, under reveni.e sharing 
?h„ror. Vi'* '.'"Pu'"' ""^^"^ Prof^ram constraint.s, the program could, be altered' 

In^n J^h\ "'■'^''^ expected that the separate States, once the money wis 

auocatcd to them under revenue sharing, would construe their role to be fully 
controlling, Our position on this point l» that any legislative language which fails 
to provide adequate protection for an educatk.nal progi'am to operate- free of direct 
pofitial control is unsound and not in the best interests of the public 
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If both revenue sharing and Federal Government reorganization are approved 
as now proposed, we would find the State Cooperative Extension Services funded 
through the new department of community development and the national office, 
now Extension Service, USDA, located in the Department of Economic Affairs. 
It is difficult to visualize how this arrangement could nossibly provide the needed 
national coordination and support Implied by the Secretary in his statements 
before this committee. 

2. Use of penalty mail by Cooperative Ext^nnion personnel would be repealed, 
thus requiring states and counties to pay funds now provided by the Congress. 

3. States would be Required to pay retirement and fringe benefit costs of Kx- 
tension employees. This, in effect, is royomie sharing in reverse. 

4. Although the Federal retirement of those currently holding Federal appoint- 
ment would be protected in the law, there is a question regarding the status of 
such personnel in terms of their fringe benefits if a State should elect not to 
contribute to the Federal retirement program. 

5. Extension woitid lose its present ability to ])urcha8e supplies and equipment 
through (ISA sources and would lose its ])resent authority to acquire excess 
Government property. These features have provided a great savings in the 

^States. 

The USDA has indicated that efforts will be made with OS A and other Appro- 
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delegation to- the State Exten?u>n Director by the Administrator, iOxtension 
Service, USDA. of his authority. If the Federal appointments arc not maintained, 
it is inconceivable that such delegation would bo continued. 

6. There is no provision for growth. The bill refers to maintaining Cooperative 
Extension at its 1971 size and type. It does not specify whether this reference is 
only to Federal funds or to all sources and dotis not provide for Extension to share 
in any increased funding under the revenue sharing bill. 

Although the intent- has been stated by the administration that funds 
should be considered in establishing a 1971 funding base and that future int^reases 
are intended, there is a question as to whether or not the Congress can commit 
state and county funds in the absence of enabling legislation matching 
requirements at the level indicated. , 

7. * ♦ * Section 204 which authorizes the spending of funds under the act 
does not include Extension work in the authorization. 

If section 2()2(e) should remain in the legislation it would seem to reqinre that 
Extension be included in section 204 in order for funds to be allocated for Ex- 
tension work. ' 

8. There appears to be no opportunity for a State to continue Cooperative 
Extension work with Federal support if it should elect hot to accept rural com- 
munitv development revenue sharing funds. . ' 

9. 'there is high likelihood that Extension would lose its Current abihty to 
occupy Federal office space. This would, of course, riecessitdte increased costs by 
counties that would be affected by this feature. 

10. Taken in the aggregate, the bill leaves a great many arrangements to 
administrative discretion. This could be expected to result/iq a high variety of 
decisions by the separate States, weakening the national pi*ograming coordination 
and over time resulting in a significant change in the basic operating relationships. 
and program eontent. This would be especially damaging to such programs as 
4-H and nutrition. 

It is most dlQicult to understand a proposal that would retain Federal responsi- 
bility for research by the USDA and State agricultural experiment stations but 
place Extension in a completely different arrangement. Research without Extension 
long ago was proved incomplete in meeting practical needs of our people. TUP 
deliberate separation of research and Extension at the national level is a most 
unwise move. ' » ^ j • • i. a- 

A concern must also be expressed regarding poorly defined administrative 
authority in the proposed legislation. . . i j 

We sincerely attempted to draft amendments to S. 1612 which would include 
the Cooperative Extension Service in the legislation and insure that it would 
remain effective and responsive to local needs. We have come to the conclusion* . 
that no series of amendments wiU provide for anything superior to that oh-eady . 
available under the Smith-Lever and related acts. It is obvious that the Coopera- 
five Extension Service simply does not belong in S. 1612. The Pass Through 
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of P^xtension funds to the land-grant univnrBities would not provide dollars for 
states to use under the general action phases of rural community development 
revenue sharing, and a very real risk would bo imposed upon a workable, operating, 
effective system of informal edunfttion. « . 

In the interest of the public .served, we urge you not to F)prmit the dissolution 
of warping of an educational system which in unique and effective. We, therefore, 
request that the Cooperative Extension Services be removed from the provisioiLs 
of Senate bill 1512. • , 

THE BOLK OF p:XTKN8lON IN HURAL DKVKLOPMKNT . 

At this point, 1 would like. to address my comments to a brief examination of.the 
role of the Cooperative Extension Service rn rural development. 

In the 1970 Report of the President's Task Force on R,ural Development 
entitled "A New Life for the Country." ' You will recall that the Task Force 
recommended ♦ ♦♦That land-grant colleges and universities step up their 
commit ijient ♦ ♦ ♦ Toward the needs of countryside communities and rural 
people ♦ ♦ 

We Hpccifically wish to call to the attention of this committee the high degree 
of interest .of the National Association of State Universities and Land-Orant 
Colleges and the directors of Cooperative Extension in rural development. We are 
already heavily involved in those rural development efforts for which the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture has responsibility. We are -working cooperatively in many 
States with the State executive offices responsible for resotirce development, 
planning and related subjects. 

Today, 3'ou are seeking mechanisms by which attention can be given in an 
effective manner to applying public policy and f)ublic resources to asmst non- 
metropolitan areas. The implementation of a national development concept at 
the State and community levels through financial incentives and other action pro- 
grams must have a research and education component to support that policy 
if the efforts are to he fully effective. 

The Cooperative Extension organization could serve as the vehicle to provide* 
the educational component. We urge that any program evolved for rural develop- 
ment .make full use of the capabilities of the exinting structure of our land-grant 
system for both data collection and information, dissemination. 

Permit me at this point to comment specifically upon the proposal made to 
this committee by Dr. D. B. Varner, pn^sideqt of the University of Nebraska. 
You will recall that Dr. Varner recommended that the Congress authorize and 
fund a system of institutes for r^iral development in the land-grant universities 
which would contain research and Extension components built u{)on the present 
land-grant model. 

We recognize that Dr. Varner made this proposal as an individual. It is cer- 
tainly in the land-grant tradition. It is an excellent and imaginative concept. 
The land-grant system's involvement in ruraWevelopment has been extensive 
over many years. Although the association has not yet formally studied the pro- 
*posal and acted upon it, it has supported similar concepts. Our committee, jmd 
Individual extension directors, fully supports the proposal as we understand it, 
and urges your serious consideration of it. 

The Extension job as outlined by Dr. Varner is certainly compatible with and 
appropriate to both the organization of Extension and its commitment to rural 
people. 

We would stress in making these comments that Extension as it is now author- 
ized could move into this responsibility as a functional arm of the land-grant 
universities. This capacity would be jeopardized if the Cooperative p]xtension 
Service is retained as now indicated in Senate bill 1612. We therefore urge this 
conmiittee to strike from S. 1612 all reference to the Cooperative Extension 
Service and to permit instead its continued operation under existing authority of 
the Smith-Lever Act. 

Thank you for this opportunity to appear before this important committee. 

Senator Humphrey. We are going to .alter our schedule a little 
bit, because we are moving a little faster than \ve contemplated. 
Is Mr. Rudy Esala here? 



»^'A Now Llfp for the Country," The Report of the Fresldent's Took Force on Rural Devrlopraent. 
March 1970, p. 31. 
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Mr. Esala, vou ar<5 the preside^ of the National Association of 
Development Urgauizatioiii?. And y<?u are from a very wonderfut part of 
our countnr, Duluth, Minn. And you are accompanied by Earl Price 
and Lon Hardin. 

Where are you from, Mr. Price? ' 

Mr. Price. I wn froni central Oklahoma. 
• Senator-HuMPHRLY. Au<l Mr. Hardin? . - 

Mr. Hardin. I am from Fort Smith, Ark. ' / 

Senator Humphui^'. I ho|)e that you two jgeuUenien don't run over 
my friends in Dulutii. We are outnumbered. 

Mr. Esala. J don't think we are. 

Senator Humphrey. All right. Give us a httle background informa- 
tion first on the National Association of Development Organiztitiqtis. ^ 

STATEMENT OF RUDY R. ESALA, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, ARROW- 
HEAD REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION/DULUTH, MINN^ 
AND PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF DEVELOPMENT 
ORGANIZATIONS 

\ Mr. Esala. The National Associa^tion of Development Organiza- 
tions is a national associii/tion of multicounty organizations from 
every State in tho'Union. We are basically s§t up under the economic 
district program of tho';E5('onomic Develojment Act of 1965. There are 
appro.Kimatelv 122 districts under that act presentlv. Anrd we arc 
formed together for mutual i)rotection and' for mutual understanding 
of our proolems. 

And I would like to introduce at this time two former presidents. 
Earl Price from Shawnee, Okla ", is a former president of NADO, and 
Mr. Lon Hardin from Fort Smith, Ark., is also a former prosideht of 
NADO. I am currently serving asipresident. 

Senator Humphrey. Do you have a prepared statement, Mr. Esala? 

Mr. Esala. Yes, I have a prepared statement. But I would like to 
submit it for the record iind just summarize briefly what I have. 

Senator Humphrey. We will put the entire statement in the record 
as{f read^ and you just go ahead now and talk to us. 

Mr. Esala. And I would hke to have Mr. Price and Mr. Hardin 
aifsist me as we go along, and ask. 

You can ask questions any time you wish. 

The concept of aiding rural devel()pment as expressed in the bill 
1612 is a good one. We are glad that Congress recognizes the place of 
rural America and is starting to do something about it, particularly 
the idea of developing a national growth policy for rural America as 
well as urban America. In the past it seems that all the interest was 
paid to urban America, and rural America was ignored. 
' I want to make about four or five points. One, in regard to this bill, 
is the apparent lack of recognition of regionalism. And when I talk 
about -regionalism I am talking about the multicounty ai)p((pach to 
problem solving, the multijurisdictlonal a])proach. 

Senator Humphrey. You are.speaking now of S. 1612? 
. Mr. Esala. S. 1612. 

Senator Humphrey. And it is lack of recognition of the nudticounty 
structure and regionalism? 
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Mr. EsALA. Right - 

Xwp, the so-called State |)laa in gubernatorial control over the type 
of plaimiug system that is recommended in the bill. 

And three, the efforts that tlio Federal Government has made in 



And four, is — it a])|)ears to-me mat there is a lack o( understanding 
of what rural America is. Peoj)le like to think of rural America as a 
quaint little villii|:e behind a hill, a!id peoi)le farming. But that isn't 
rural America today. Rural America today is in(fustriali/ed. P^»rtp}e 
there work in factories as they do in Che cities, and they work in 
muies. And th(^y have the same kind of jobs as people in Chicago and 
the poverty in rural America is felt just as keenly as it is in ('hicago. 
Poor housmg and lack of opportunity and discrimination is felt as 
hard in, Orr, Minn., with 200 poj)ulation, as in Los Angeles. 

And then the last point I would like to address myself to in — it 
might raise some eyebrows— judging the wisdom of placing ruraf 
^^development in the development of agricultuiV, is that the right place 
for it to be. 

I will go back first of all and talk about the n^gional aj)proach of 
problem solving. This bill ai)pears td me not to fully recognize the 
efforts of the J'ederal Government in the ])ast decade to develop the 
regional c()ncej)ts in local tireas. 

('ongre^»s has through the Economic Dcveloj)ment Acts set up the 
economic (leveloi)ment dLst^-ict j)lus the regional conunissions in the 
various parts of the country. Unfortunately in many j)laces the legis- 
lative intent of Congress has not been followect through by the Federal 
agencies. However, at the j)resent time for our regional - as an ex- 
ample ill Arrowhead — we would not be able to carry out our programs 
without (M)ngressional su])i)ort and FederaF regulations. The States in 
many instances, not necessarily in Minnesota, but in many ottier in- 
stances, refuse to recogni/e multijurisdictional ai)j)r(y}U'hes or local 
autonomy. The only way that modern Americans in rural America 
can express .their concern and nuiintain a certain amount of autonomy, 
is to band together in a strong joint effort and to sit down together 
and bash out their j)roWems and set uj) i)riorities and hoj)e that the 
State »ind the Federal Government n^cogrni/es that these j)eoj)le liave 
the ability to decide their own destiny. By themselves they an* w,eak 
an^l confused and unable to solve then* problems. 

vS. 1()12 appears'to give tho j)ower of j)lanning to the Gov(M*nors of 
each vState. And i,t is uj) to the discretion of the Governor to set up a 
State planning board and set uj) regions systems, but it doesn't say 
how ()rl^wbat kind of rules or whether they are going to jHit any money 
in the rural are»i5? or use vState areas to do the planning or have local 
j)eoj)le to do the i)lanni!ig or what, \ve don't know, it doesnM say that, 
rhere are niany areas of revenue sharing that really frighten rural 
Anu»ri(»a. It is hard even to explain soine of the reasoning. But I am 
sure Mr. Price aiid Mr. Hardhi can explain what/' hannen<^in the 
Emergency Employnient Act when it was given to the GjPernor's 
.office and s|)lit up among the Governors, and all the political hassles 
in that 'area. 

Our a{)])rehension on this bill is that there is no gihirantee for the 
regional concept that it will be protected and it will oe saved, with all 
the investment that has been made so far. The advantages of the bill 
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are ^that they cut rod tape. Wo support that and will support that 
^poxi of it. 

Getting back to tho (concept of rural gt*o\vth cost, lot rne say that 
the manner in which this lop^lslation dofinos rural America should be 
rocoiisidorod. In niy own region, for oxarnnle, the standard metro- 
politan statintical area — the urban area or Duluth, the county of 
St. Louis, in considered a standard statistical metropolitan area. As 
>ou know, thin is 175 miles long. 

Senator Hu.mphkey. Who considers it that? 
^ Mr. EsALA. Tho Department of Labor defines it as an 8MSA. 

Senator Hu.mphrey. Has anybody ever looked at it? 

Mr. Et4ALA. No; when they set it out here in Washington or Chicago 
and make decisions, they don't look at the map close enough to figure 
out a scale of miles. 

Senator HumphkEY. That is a pretty big county. 

Mr. EsALA. Rifjht. When you leave the city of t)iduth you have 70 
miles to drive before you hit tho next stop sign. 

Senator IIumphuey. That is a big metropolitan area. 

\Ir. EsALA. Right. And this is all rural America. And you find 
the.HO things. And just in St. Louis (\)anty alone we have an SMSA, 
and we are not eligible for this fund. And t\vo~thirds of Iho people of 
the seven-countv region that we live in live in St. iJ^uis County, 
and one-third of those less than that half of the peo|>te in St. J^uis 
Count}' live in Duluth. What about the rest of tho Pjjoplo living in 
all those places like Vook and Ely? Because of the definitions in the 
bill they will not have the opportunity to be beneficiaries of tho bill. 

The problems of rural America have been increasing over the years. 
And we all know the reasons of out migration and the loss of popula- 
tion, and so forth. The trouble is that what ('ongress has tried to do 
in the past and what we have all tned to do in the past is cure the 
disease and not try to get back to what is causing this disease and try 
to do some preventive medicine b}' providing opportunity in rural 
America. It hasn't been a ratiotial plan for developing rural America, 
to prevent tlie people from going to the cities and causing more 
probU^ms. But we need tax incentives to stern the poj)ulation, and 
we need what you and Senator Talmadge are talking about in the 
Rural Development Baidc. This is a new and innovative way of 
solving piobl(MnSj because capital is our biggest problem. We don't 
have the capital in nnal America. We have to find a mechanism to 
got capital l)ack in, and I think you are on the right spot on S. 2223.. 

We need programs to improve rural housing. And to think that 
there is only 239,000 people in the seven comities in northeast 
Minnesota but we just finish a study, and wc find out th'at we 
need 44,224 new housing units in that area by 1980. That k a big 
problem. And we are talking about revenue sharingi $29 million for 
the State of Minnesota. And we are talking about seven counties 
one isolated corner of the State and 44,000 units. At »the present 
time HUD inX^cago has 60,000 units re([uested for housing for the 
elderl}" «nd housiTtg for the low-income families. 'Ami they have the 
money for 8,000. And who got their applications sent back but all the 
small communities? All the rural America got theirs back. The 
emphasis is going to the city. 

% 
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*^ Senator Humphbey. This is a constant problem. This is one of 

the reasons that Senator Tahnadge 'set up this subcommittee, to focus 
^ same attention upon this very matter that you have just stated now. 
You know that I served as mayor of the big city, the city of Minne- 
apolis. It is much easier to get ah, application for a large city on any 
of these community projects than it is for a community of 5,000, 
2,500or a 1,000. First of all, they don't have the technical profession 
of heIpK^a7•i^^^d day out to J^ird dog, as we say^ each one of these 
applications. And if you are not there every day working on it, it slips « 
. • .throukb the board, and they say, I am sorr^,, and send it back: So 
one ol the purposes that we have in miiid m this subcommittee is* 
sort of a watchdog operation on Federal agencies to try to give some 
. ' special emphasis to th^se. areas of America in which we have smaller 
t> populations, and to design legislation — us you know, our 2223 is 
. related to a specific type of community; a community under a certain 
number of people, 35,000 people or less. And then you start to get 
• down to where you get credit, and you get service from the Federal 
GQvernment designed' specifically for certain patterns— certain 
.sized communities. , 

• Go ahcfad. I just wanted to let you know that wo tire Ufthking along 
your saane lines. . • ' ' ^ ^CIT 

Mr. Esi\LA. There is a poiivt there 1 would just like to expand on. ' 
,We have 264 units ofgeneral government — we are. talking just ndw 

, from our expe^rieijce. We have 264 units of govemmelit, and only two' 
of them have planning capacity. And that is Duluth and the County 
of St. Louis. What do the rest do? From our regional staff there, are 
staffs from each of these communities. We c^n provide expertise to 
help prepare Federal applications to act as a buffer between Federal 
^agencies and State bureaucrats. And, we have been able to channel 
> naoney . And they have begun to depend on us. But this revenue sharing 
bill here does not guarantee the people who have built this (J^er the 

..jrears, who have built a regional organization- to deliver the goods to 
them. And we have the record of tjie delivery of the goods. Afid this 
does not assijre our existence. And the people built this themselves. 
, ' To go on, besides housing we need better educational facilities, 
better planning, and a* coordinated approach to .er^vironfhent§.l 

^ problem^. are doing tha4i now thrpugh EPA, through the regiond - 
approach. And this^ bill doesn't recognize regional approacTi. We need 

* better healjih facilities and criminal justice facilities. And we » are 
doing it. Biit wh^t about* the other parts of the State where they 
doi^'t have statistical planning ability? . 

The last point I want td bring up is, I %vould just, like 'to raise a 
question about the administration of this program under the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. I know that the Department of Agriculture has 
•always be^i^ responsible for rural development in rural America. 
Obviously something is wrong,, because-rural America is hurting. Are 
they the kppropriatfe agency to administer this program? 

They do not, from dUr experience, have the expertise in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture {or comprehensive planning, for land use planning, 
, for production (Control, indusfeHal development planning. Those 61 
J /^their staffs are entirely devoted ;to agriculture. And they have done 

good job in making Americai produce the bounty that it has. That , 
is their bag, so to speak.^But their expertise really is. not in these ' 
fields that are the same, type of problems as urban prcyblemsV 
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So I think that Congress should look at^this. Arc they the right 
agency. . , " ' 

I just bring that up to think about. . 

Senator Humphrey. One of the thmgs that we have provided for 
*- under the Consolidated Farm ; and Kliral Development Bank is 
overall total expertise, technical assistance and planning as well as 
credit. Anil it is an independent instrumentality. And it is under a 
national board, like a board df directors, plus regional baAk boards, 
80 that you begin to get away from the strictures or the restraints 
or the limitations of any one department of Government. We think 
it has some merit on^hat basis. 

Mr. EsXla. Senator Humphrejr, I think I would like to conclude; 
4nd then I ^vill answer any questions. . 

Mr» EsALA. Good Mtemoon. I am Rudy Esala, executive director 
of the Arrowhead Regional Development Commission (A"RDC) in 
northeastern Minnesota. I alsoiam serving as president of the National 
Association of Development Organizations (N ADO) . NADO is a 
voluntary association of multicounty oi^anizatioas throughout the 
Nation. f 

Today I am here to testify about t|he effects of S. 1612 on regional 
organizations, not as a representative of any organization but as a 
' concerned inclividual. ii^ . . . , . 

The conce})t of aiding rural development, as expressed in this bill, is 
certainlv^ a good one. Thp plight of rural America is well kijown to 
all members of this subcommittee. The idea of developing'a national 
growth policy for rural as well as urban areas is also highly commend- 
able. I would ^ not wish to. speak- against any of these basic concepts 
contained in this bill. 

I must, however, express some concern over what I feel this bill 
lacks in its present form. In general, there seems to be a failure on the 
part of the bill to recognize the concept of regionalism. 

Congress has been expounding on the advantages of the regional 
a])proach for the past "several sessions. Unfortunately, what is legisla- 
tive intent on the part of Congress is not receiving the commitment 
it deserves from the Federal agencies. Let me cite some examples. In 
1968, when the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act was passed, it 

Srovided for specific reviewal powers on the part of regional bodies. 
>nly in the i>ast year has this reviewal prt)cess been implemented by 
circulars from the OfBce of Management and Budget. The Iriter- 
eovemmental Personnel Act, funded in 1970, is only beginning to be 
implemented at this point. Guidelines issued under the IPA fail to 
designate regional organizations as eligible agents to receive funds. 
The Emergency Employment Act, which ])rovides funds urgently 
needed to curb^ unemployment, overlooks entirely the fact that it is 
regionaiJ)0(lie$ which can best survey employment needs and w hich 
can bestV^prdinate manpower programs. By the time the Department 
of Labor a^ed tp define the term 'Vonsoftiuni*' to include regional 
bodies composed of public elected officials, most of the funds had 
alreadv been obligated, 

My'^preheAsion over this bill is that once n^iore there is no guarap-r 
. tee lhat the concept of regionalism will be protected. Because there 
are no provisions for funds to pass through from the States to the 
regions, there can be no guarantee that foAner econornic development 
districts will he funded at the same level as they were in the past. The 
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truth of the matter is that in many States it is Federal require- 
ments only that allow regionalism to survive. 

The. bin guarantees that no State will' receive fewer funds under 
wvemie shai-ing tlian they had in the past. But, by not talking about 
regions, it fails to take into consideration the fact that more regions 
are being organized all the time. Thus, in Minnesota, for example 
where there are only two regional commissions presently these two 
regions receive all funds designated for regional bodies. In the future, 
hOAvevor, as more regions come into e.xistence, the percentage each 
region receives will decrease. f. »^ 

One of the ad vantages this bill purports to have is that of cuttine 
' re( tape by eliminating many of the Federal i;e(iuirements on how 
dollars are to be spent Of course, shortcuts that mean we can receive 
our funds more quickly are always received favorably by me. How- 
ever, there are some.a.spects to this that you should be cautious about. 
Ihere^is presently a tendency on the |)art of each Federal agency to 
. go off on Its own." Jt seems to me that there could be a great deal of 
impvoyement in the administration of programs such as the title V 
commissions and water and sewer funds if Congress renuired these 
prograins to be coordinated regionally. At times Federal requirements 
can helj) programs have a greater imi)act on loVal government than no 
requirements at all. ' 

Getting back to the concept of a rural growtlvpolicv, let me sav 
that the manner in which this legislation defines rural" areas should 
possibly be reconsidered. In my own region, for. example, there is a 
standard nletro|)olitan statistical area, the ur})an area of Duluth I 
believe the (Tefinition should allow for such combinations of urban and 

nnirJil'^""'' u^'"" Tf'''*' f ^^"^"•'i'. '^ot separate 

policies for urban and for rural areas. 

Regionalism does work. The Arrowhead Regional Develo|)ment 
IJistnct htus been a success thus far. But, it needs the commitment of 
Congress and the Federal agencies to keep it alive. It needs to be 
aiisured that legislation is written allowing for regional involvement 
and that such legislation will be carried out as intended bv Oongress 
in the form of guidehnes and administrative regulations from Federal 
agencies. 

Something has got to be done to alleviate the problems in rural 
America. Although the revenue sharing bill does not deal specifically 
enough with regionalism, at least it does address itself to rural 
problems. . • / 

Meanwhile, the probleriis of.rural America continue to increa.se. We 
hope that Congress will concern itself as directly Mith rural develop- 
ment as It has with urban problems. I would like to urge the members 
ot the subcommittee to strengthen rural America. 

We need tax incentives to stem rural outmigration. 

We need programs to improve rural housing. 

We need better educational facilities. 

We need a coordinated approach to environmental problems. 

We need better health delivery systems. 

We need coordinated criminal justice planning. 
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The list of needs for rurul Ainorica eould go on and on. The best 
way to address these needs ii^ by insuring coordination and elimination 
of duplicate efforts — through regionalism. 

The President stated in Ins message what transfers of functions 
/were to take place* under this legislation. But we're not too sure that 
everyone is aware of th(* additional programs that an* being utilized 
by regional organizations. Mr. Tom Francis of EDA conducted a 
study examining the *'multi|)lier effect" that is possible through 
regionalism. Of the 100 developm^Mit districts he surveyed, lie l(»amed 
that with a total EDA plannmg grant ^vestment of $4,472,642 in 
economic development districts, more tmin $14,308,901 in planning 
servi(H»s arc being delivered to tliesc (listricts through coordinated 
funding. HUD is |)utting $1,560,968 into eom|)rehensive and nonmotro 
planning, augmenting tne development district's economic devclbp- 
ment thrust. HEW is utilizing EDD's to channel $902,587 in com- 
j)rehensive health planning, wliile the Department of Justice is using 
the district mcohauism to im])lement some J5849,019 in law enforce- 
ment planning. 

Before I conclude, tliere is something else that I would like to add 
even though it is apart from what I liad been asked to speak about. 

I would like to raise some (jucstions about tlu* fact that this bill 
places the administrati(m of the program under the jlurisdiction of the 
Department of Agriculture. I am not trying to be overly critical, and 
I recognize the excellent work USDA has done in certain areas. But, 
on the other hand, our experience has siiown that the biiokgrouud an(l 
training of most of Agricultme^s staff has been devoted entirely to 
agriculture. Their f)rograms have t-c^nded to concentrate on only one 
area of the rural economy — that of agric^dture.. - 

What seems to have ha[)pene(l is that Agriculture has \n\t itself in 
a reactionarv |)osition. When urban progiams are (levelo[)ed. Agricul- 
ture reacts by introducing its own counterpart. This has resulted in 
their })rogiams not being coordinated with other Federal ])rograms in 
the rural areas. Rather than adof)ting innovative arrangements they 
have i)ref(Tre(l the status quo. In my own ex^>erience, the Arrowhead 
Regional Develo|)ment Commission was ruled ineligible by the re- 
gional office of Agriculture to do water and sewer planning for our 
region. Rather, they insisted that each county develop its own plan, 
thereby generating the lack of coordination we are trying to combat. 4 
Only after we appealed the decision to the Federal office in Washing- 
ton were we designated as the proper planning body. 

Also, Pm raising some serious 3tructural questions about Agricul^ 
ture administering a program for rural community development. In 
order to accomplish the goals of rural development, they would have 
to create a whole new bureaucracy. For surely they would have to 
build expertise in areas such as comprehensive land use planning, 
water resources planning, and the whole wide range of environmental 
planning. It seems to me that the only wav this could be accomplished 
would be to transfer manpower from El^A, HUD, Manpower, and 
other agencies. Nowhere have I seen a proposal of tliis nature. 

When Secretary of the Treasury John Connally appealed before 
this subcommittee in April, he referred to the fact that there had 
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been some ''doubts and fears" expressed in rej^ard to the future of 
the Extension Service. He then said in effect, tliat these [)eo[)le who 
expressed concern need no long^er worry for this bill continues the 
^xtension wSernce. Now, I recognize that the Extension Service has 
been a ' sacred cow'* that Congress and many States have hesitateM 
to touch in the past. But, I raise the question a.s to whether the 
Extension ^Service isn't duplicating the programs of. other Federal 
a^^encies. I do not wish to dwell on this point but I can assure you 
that in many States there has indeed been duplication. What also is 
apparent is that they have tended to caVry out [)rograms such as 
seminars without checking first with regional-organizations as*o the 
need of those i)rograms. 

Although these last points I have raised are somewhat beyond the 
scope of this bill, I do think it is essential that this subcommittee in 
discussing rural development corisider all aspects—for the problems 
of rural America are (fiverse and require innovative solutions. 

lhank you for the opportunity to testifv today. 

Senator Humphrey. Why don't we [)roceed now to your associates 
that are with you, Mr. Price and Mr. Hardin. And they may' malce 
any comments they \mh. And then we will come back to the questions. 

Mr. Price. Senator Humi)hrey, I am sorry, I don't have a pre- 
pared statement. 

Senator Humphrey: Just your comment. 

STATEMENT OF EARL V. PRICE, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATIONS, SHAWNEE, OKLA. 

Mr. Price. We support the present president of the NADO or- 
ganization. It has been my [)leasure to appear before many committees 
of the Senate and the House regarding this business of ruraLdevelop- 
ment, balanced development. But we like to think of it in Oklahoma 
as being a little bit different, and we take exception to the proposed 
legislation because we think it does notVeally provide a mechanism 
for the delivery of the intende(t purT)ose. We take no exception to 
the intended purpose. It presumes, for instance that the monev as 
aistnbuted among the States can be in essence appropriately delivered 
to units of Jocal government, and is responsive to legislatures, which 
we think is simply n6t the case, that most State legislatures do not 
consider in their sessions other than State appropriations, and they 
would not consider this. So therefore it becomes totally in the hands 
of ..the executive branch of the State government. And we question 
that as a delivery mechanism. No. 1 No. 2, I would like to share with 
the committee some of my personal experiences, and I can't do that 
vnthout giving you a brief background of how our organization as a 
multicounty development organization functions. 

First of all, we proceed on the presumption that it is impossible to 
determine what the priority needs of the people are in health, crime, 
^c^nonQic^ physical development, narcotics and drug abuse, or any 
other field of endeavor, unless first you analyze what the existing 
situation is. 

And for that reason we have a board of directors which is appointed 
by elected officials of local units of government. They can be removed 
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upon 30 (lays' notko by those units of local govemniont. Under this 
board of diroetors of 35 men wo have four standing commissions that 
arc elected l)y the functional a^^eas. We have 632 ])eople hi health, 
including doctors, hospital administrators, technicians 

Senator Humphrey. When you say we, you mean in your State? 

\Ir. Price. In my particular mullicounty organization. And this is 
a type of organization throughout the Statfc. There are 11 multirounty 
planning regions within the Stdte. In the rura^ areas we conserve 
leadership because we have a lacjk of leadership more so than tliey do 
in the metropolitan areas, so that! we do find multii)le people serving on 



In addition to the health conimission; which includes all of these 
people, there is a delivery system for health, and we feel like it is 
they and only they who know the system of deliveries for health 
service. And we also do the same thing in the criminal justice field 
with district judges, district attorueys, police chiefs, et cetera. We do 
the same in economics, and I can tell you the organization there. And 
we also do the same in physical and environmental (levelopment. 

Now to give you an example of some of the things to show the 
differenees between having a developed, organized plan to meet 
priority problems. The recent Emergency Employment Act leveled 
block grants, if you please, to the various States, or to MetropolitaA 
areas within those various States. In the State of Oklahoma, for- 
tunately, we set up manpower planning coordinating committees under 
each of the U regional niulticounty jurisdictions. The emergency 
employment money which was in the State of Oklahoma, $4,050,000 
w as distributed, based upon a formula determined by the Department 
of Labor, among these various 11 planning rpgions. There were public 
hearings held on how to best utilize this 100 ^ant money. And 
believe me, that is a difficult thing, when anythmg is totally frc^e, 
there is usually too little to meet all of the need, and therefore the 
need for priority setting is to how best to expend this monejr. Public 
hearings — my board of directors of the . multicounty region had 
$240,000 to determine the allocation. They called together the com- 
missions. The commissions gave the priority needs for employment. 
This was turned down by the board of directors and told to be allocated 
to the units of governpaent, meaning community and city government, 
32 cities and eight counties. The outcome of all this . was that the 
commissions went back to their communities as an organized com- 
mission and set priority needs, whereby we now have approximately 
one-third of, that money going for high priority needs in the health 
field, and in the criminal justice and law enforcement fieW, in the 
economics field, and in the physictal development and environmental 
field. 

Now, thi\t was ofdy able to come about by virtue of the facjt that 
these commissions had met and had made long-range plans for the 
past 43/2 years, and what their needs were to deliver better health 
services, mminal justice system services, et cetera. So such plan- 
ning as this must be determined in advance of general revenue shar- 
ing, or the money in my opinion will be inappropriately spent to a 
large degree. Ami I thiidc the bill does not set out that mechanism for 
delivery. True, it does say there must be a State i)la!i, but it i)resumes 
that the executive branch of the State government has such a i)lan. 
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And \ye support the previous people ihv.i sr.t here i\m[ sr.id tlir.t the 
esseutirtl of the thin^ is that unless vou hjvve tlie inj)uts from local , 
j)e()[)le- r.ncl this is more tluMi elerted ofricials, this is the health people, 
It i.s the educators, it is the noneleeted units of government, salt water 
and conservation districts, if you [)lease unless vou have the niputs 
of all of these people thioupjh some citizens participation ^^oup, I 
think it nep'.tes it, and it prohabl.v does not stand a very f^ood chance 
of havinj; an effective deliiery of the national resources hack to the 
local j2:r(Hips. 

Senator Humpimiey. Thank you very nnich, Mr. Price. 
Ml*. Hardin. 

STATEMENT OP ION J. HARDIN, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
DEVELOPMENT ORGAPZATIONS, PORT SMITH, ARK. 

Mr. H.\ui)i\. (Miairman Huiuphrey, of course it is a i)leasure to he 
a'/^'i. [)resi(leitt of XADO. jmkI of course do support 

.^Mr. hsala s tme statement. 
\ 1 would like t^) just comment a little bit about our particular area, 
because I tliink it is an area in ruraJ America. However, our SMSA 
county compared to Duluth is four ounties in two States. Fort Smith 
is our metropolitan area. But we encom])ass rural counties. It is S9 ✓ 
miles from Fort Smith t(^ the littlo town of Pekoshee. Okla. And they 
don't even want to join the people of Fort Smith. Pekoshee is about 200 
I)eoplc. We have been in existence^ 5 years also. Our rural counties 
(•(mtribute about $2,000 per year, per county, t^) our -orpuii/ation for 
local funds. Wluit we have is a situation of where the metropolitan 
county |^)uts up tlie majority of the money for local funds for whicli we 
mat(;h federal [)ro^rams. With that $2,000 they bought a ])iece <.f a 
.staff of around 20 people that were in professional positions we have 
Ph. p.'s on the staff, we have urban |)lanners. we have environmental 
specialists, we hav(^ sp(Kialists in the field of ecx)n(miics. outdoor 
recre;.tion, and dowfi the line. We have created this within 4 or 5 years. 
And suddeidy of course it looks like the local trainiiio: we have been 
pivinj; the people out there to get together and set their own priority 
is going U) be negated by this piece of legislation. 

I comment. I notice section 312 in the act, 1012. does state that rural 
comnninity development funds may be used liy State or local govern- 
ment as matching shares for other Federal grant programs which 
contribute to the rural deyelopment. That leaves it a little vague there 
as to what is going to be left after they fold in these Imj.jor 11 rural 
development programs. So then^ is a little (juestion to us as U) how and 
what we are going to have left. 

In our particular eight-county area in two States I think you will 
find about the same thin^ as you would find in other districts. Fifty- 
yeyen pen^^nt of our housing in the area is either substandard or 
obsolete by virtue of being over 30 years old, and it must be replaced 
within the next 10 years. 

So we need liousing, and we need public health services, we need 
sanitarians, and we need some of the categorical grant programs. What 
we haye seen up tp now on this first step oi revenue sharing is something 
that we haye a great fear of. When you turn this program of revenue 
shanng to the Goyernor— and he, of course, is a very fine Goyernor, 
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but in the situation of Emergency employment in Arkansas, he passed 
through a major portiop of the funds to the county judges. And we 
have seen the doggoneiiest program of roadbiiilding and operators 
for front-end lAoers irJ the past 2 months. In other words, this is 
one of the fears. We have been working toward planning what our 
priorities are, and yet you are going to find through this type of 
program long range planning objectives that will provide drug abuse 
officers, mental health peo{)le, LPN's, nurses, and we are going to 
put on a few more street bidders and garbage collectors, and, of course, 
thev are also needed. 

Just as an example, we had $238,000 allocated to our eight-county 
region to our Emergency Employment Act. And $216,000 of that went 
to our one metro county. And we have a combination in the other 
counties of 24 jobs, allocating these 24 jobs to a county judge. And 
when you give it directly to him, most likely — in fact in our district 
it all ended up on the road (Tew^and this wals the end. 

Because we have had plannipg we have called these people together 
and they are modifying their plan. We are going to end up with sani- 
tarians m each (;ounty to looTk at the pstaiirants and public health 
services that wo didn't have. We are going to have ambulance services, 
public health nurses and things in the areas where we have not had 
them. The only reason we have been abl*:^, do that was because we 
had worked mth these judges and talked xtT them about planning. 
The boards got together similar to what thev did in Oklahoma and 
went out locally and solicited the elected ofiicials to look, the real 

Eriorities need may not be to put on another road patrol operation, 
it's look at some solid waste disposal programs. 
This I think is probably indicative — we feel like we are all rural 
America, even 4:hou^h our largest city is 64,000. It would be a metro- 
politan area. That is only half of the population of our SMSA, and 
the other three counties are extremely rural counties. They are going 
to be knocked out of this bill entirely, because thoy are a portion ot 
an SMSA. We appreciate the fact that wo do intend with this bill 
cut some rodtape. We also reccjgnize the fact that if it had not been 
for these districts or regional programs that were going out there, 
there would be very few planners out there at all, and it would be 
extremely difficult for county judges and elected officials to try to 
keep up with the mavss of programs. However/there has been a reaction 
ancl a system developed now that is workal^e. We liave in Arkansas, 
as in many of the other Midwestern States, eight planning and 
development districts. They are fully staffed and are competent. And 
for the first time they have brought professional assistance people 
to the local level. Now, the main difference is this— and I have worked 
for federal Government and for State government and local govern- 
ment for the past 15 years — for the first time wo have professional 
people locally nired. They are responsive and responsible to the people 
m tn.e district that they are serving. In the past even myself when I 
\^orked for State level and Federal level, I have to admit that agency 
survival or State program survival came a little bit ahead of the 
f local people's needs. And in this bill I see no real assurance that this 
ability to go out and hire professional planning services that are 
responsible to local people will bo retained- I am afraid that human 
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nature might got in the way and we would be looking at very short 
rangfe pxogrttms for a majority of the money. 

Senator Humphrey. Just so we get the record clear here, what is 
your overall judgmenfil^w as to what this committee or subcommittee 
should recommend in reference to S. 1612. 

Mr. EsALA. Personally, I would recommend that the conmiittee 
reject S. 1612 as it is right now. 

(Off the record) 

Senator Humphrey. I was asking you for your general observations 
on S. 1612. 

May I ask, first of all, have you studied this bill carefully. Mr. 
Esala? 

Mr. Esala. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humphrey. Your general observation, Mr. Esala, was 

Mr. Esala. I didn't have a chance to finish it. 

Senator Humphrey. All right, let's go through it. 

Mr. Esala. You have got to realize that we are talking about a 
provincial ppint of view. This bill is designed so to speak to help the 
local peonle. But I believe that between the stated purposes of the 
act and tne performance that the projects there is an incredible gap. 
And just on that alone, and for other reasons that we stated earlier, 
we would have to stand opposed to S. 1612 in its entirety. 

Senator Humphrey. Do you think that this act would promote 
Tnulticounty or regional operation? 

Mr. Esala. No^ would think that it would destroy it, because it 
gives too much power to the State governments. 

It appears to me that the whole revenue-sharing package is designed 
to strengthen Governors in metropolitan areas, and it leaves rural 
America holding the bag again as in the past. 

Senator Humphrey. Mr. Hardin. 

Mr. Hardin. I would agree with Mr. Esala. In the bill it is the 
States directly that the duties 'and authorities of such planning 
boards as may be established shall be determined by the Governor 
of each State. The bill just does not guarantee any form of delivery 
system past the Governor's office. And if you get in to this type of 
situation this means that you lose any continuity of professional 
staff planners, because Governors are subject to change. 

Senator Humphrey. And Governors do change? 

Mr. HARDIN. And Governors do change. And you find all of the 
normal human frailties of man coming in to it. We have seen it hap- 
pen in a couple of States, even under tne District program, that where 
the State legislature passed the bills giving the Governors broad powers, 
ever> where you hacl one elected you had a complete disruption of all 
continuity of planning sef'vices.* 

J^enator Humphrey. You mean when there is a change of adminis- 
tra^^on you will find that happening? 

Mf. Harbin. Right, this is true. For the first time within the past 
5 yeai^s with these local planning districts that have been create(l— and 
I sayN^eated by the Puolic Works and Economic Development Act — 
in Ruck's case he only gets about 6 percent of his funds from that 
particuMr act, while in my case we get about 10 percent. So we are 
very brokd in my particular case we have abput nine categorical 
planning ^'ants from other agencies. But for the first time it has 
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allowed the local people to go out and hire som(» eoiiipetent |)eo|)le to 
speak for them. 

Senator HvMEHHEV. Woiddn't this bill (S. 1612) take those cate- 
gorical grants and i)ut those in the hands of the Governor for the 
|)ur|)Ose of allocation? . ' 

Mr. Hakoin. That is true. And that is why I would say for our 

1)art of the country, for rural America, we would have to 0|)|)Ose this 
)ill in its present, form. 

Senator Humphrey. Don't you think the Governor would look 
with favor upon grants lo your rural multicounty agency. 

Mr. Hardin. Well, let's say we jui^t had the first example in the 
Emergency Employment Act, and he did not, in Arkansas. We have , 
a fine Governor, and he happens to be from my district -and has 
known and worjked with my district. But he saw his share of $2 
billion out there to do something with. And as a human being he did 
something with it. 

Now, we are getting around to the point of using some planning 
and discretion on that fund. But the money had to be allocated so 
quickly that they did it with improper planning on that particular 
case. And I am saying, if he has to move that tast, then any other 
Governor would have to do the same thing. I am saying that long 
range priorities are shoved into the background, and yon tend to do 
what is politically ex|)edient at the time. I would'do the same thing, 
probably, were I in such a positron.. 

Senator Humphrey. Is it possible that you might have a Governor 
who is very strong for your multicounty |)lanning, and he would 
allocate fuiids, and then you might get one next time that just 
wouldn't? 

For example, as you know, there is one section of our State that is 
diehard opposition to multicounty planning. It became a very serious 
problem in the last election. 

Mr. EsALA. Yes. And here is one point that you brought up earlier, 
that the bill says that you will not get the same leveLof funding — 
the same level will be permitted for the State as is presently being 

Permitted. We will be guaranteed that level, not more, but that level, 
^ut the regional commission and^ the metropolitan council are re- 
ceiving the funds. Minnesota is designed into 11 regions, and there 
are only tKvo operating, and we would have to divide up our funds 
if the level isn't increased ^^^th the other nine regions, and thereby 
reducing our share that we built up over, the years with the Federal 
agencies. And that is the main point* We cannot depend on the 
Governors of our States to carry through. And if you put the power 
of planning into the Governors office you take it away from the 
local people. And we are talking about local autonomy, let's make 
our decision at home, we don't want it made in the Governor's office 
or the White House, we want it made at home. And this bill does 
not allow us to do that, 

Senator Humphrey. Mr, Price. 

Mr. Price. Senator, in I'esponse to the question that you put to 
one of the prior people testifying before you thi^ morning, I think — 
again to reiterate, the intent and purposes of cutting redtape and 
streamlining the Government. in revenue sharing, conceptually we do 
favor — and I think that has been repeated three times here this 
morning. 
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First of all, let me say that I think a better dehvery system has to 
be made than is presently exemplified in 1612. And 'if nothing else, 
at Icmjt make these plans th^it aro called for in 4612 approvable by 
both the legislative and executive branch of'State government and 
not the executive branch only, at least niakc'thc elected official at 
r 1 ' o responsible iri the legislature a^ the chief executive 
officer of the State, at least that before the committee 'reports it out 

Senator Humphuey. Any otli^r comments, gentlemen? 

Mr. Hardin. Of course \ would like to go on record as much pre- 
ferring Senate 2223, because it does keep mtact the delivery svstem 
and suggest an expansion of a local delivery system. Under 't\iis one 
Seriatt^ 1612, it is vague, it may \voll happen, but it doesn't require 
it to happen. ' ^ . * 

Senator Humphrey. Thank you very mudi, gentlemen. 

Is Mr. Wliisman here now? 

Mr. Whisman, we welcome you to this subcommittee. Yjm are 
the States regional representative of the AppalachiiKfi H^ffional 
( ommission. ^ 

STATEMENT OF JOHN D. WHISMAN, STATES EEGIONAL EEPEE- 
SENTATIVE, APPALACHIAN EEGIONAL COMMISSION . . 

Mr. Whisman. Yes, Sir. 

Senator Hu>mphrey. We have been doing so much with .legislation 
around here. How is the Appalachian Regional Commissions Are 
you still surviving? 

Mr. Whisman. The Congress has just given us a vote in both the 
Houses with only 30 votes lost. 

Senator Humphrey. I just wanted to get that clear. Because every 
so often somebody comes up to me and says, they abolished it, anil 
1 say, I don't think I voted to do that. 

Mr. Whi.sman. No, sir. ^ 

Senator Humphrey. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Whisman. In fact, thank you for your supporting action 

Senator Humphrey. Mr. Whisman, do you have a prepared 
statement? 

Mr. Whihman. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humphrey. Just go right ahead with your testimony 
Mr. Whisman. All right. Iwill work along with the i)repared sttte- 
ment and brief it as much as ])ossible and give vou a chance for ques- 
tions. ^ 
Senator Humphrey. Thank you. 

Mr. Whisman. The introductory i'oxmiient I wouhl like to make, 
benator, is that I am going to refer in my statement a few times to a 
delivery system that we use in Appalachia. It fits excellently upon the 
past testimony, because our systeih includes not just the multistate 
commLssion, which is a State-Federal joint action commission, but 
throughout Appalachia we have organized, and we are the first 'large 
area m the Nation to have organized, a system of multicounty dis- 
tncts such a.s these gentlemen describe, they are universal in the 
Appalachian region. 

Senator Humphrey. In all the States of the regional area? 

Mr. Whitman. Yes, sir. 
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So in addition to a management office, working with the Governor 
in the State at the traditional level, and the management function ^n 
thef executive office of the President, through OMn and the domestic 
council, and so on, our system provides the two connections, the nndti- 
state commission between the vState and Federal level, the multi- 
jurisdictional local development distiict between the local and State 
levels. We have originated this district idea in the original Appla- 
lachia Act. 

Senator Humphrey. And you work directly with them? 

Mr. Whisman. That is coiTcct. They originate plans and projects, 
which then come throj^h the State. Some projects originate with the 
State. This arrangement is virtuall\' a form of. re venue sharing that 
has been in action for 6 years. And it is to that major point that my 
comments are addro.s.^O(l. 

Senator Humphrey. Let me get this clear in my mind. What you 
are saying is that your multicounty district, which is your State 
regional ])1 aiming operation, originates projects? 

Mr. Whisman. That is right. 

Senator Humph key. That is what we would call local leadership. 
Those multicounty projects then come up to the State planning level, 
or to the Goverpor\s office level, is that correct? 

Mr. Whismax. That is correct. . * 

Senator Humphrey. And then from there they are coordinated into 
the regional' commission program? 

Mr. Whismax. That is correct. And at the remonal conmiission 
tlu^ final State-Federal signoff meets the concern or Congress in that 
it has been said that those who tu¥ should spend. I think the corollary 
that maybe Imsn't been .said, but I would indicate here, is that those 
who have to provide the services should share in the determination 
of the spending. Now, wo provide for an absolute 50-50 decision at, 
you might say, the Federal-State level. 

The Federal cochairinan, who is my Federal counterpart, and I 
have offices througji one door*. 

Senator Humphrey. Just like our Upper Great Lakes Commission, 
the same thing. 

Mr. Whismax. Yes, sir. Except that the Upper Great Lakes Com- 
mission does not have a States' office, and I think it is deficient in that 
respect. 

Senator Humphrey. Thev have the Federal, the Governors, and 
individual State representatives. y 

Mr. Whisman. Ves, sir. Our Governors originally began the id*a of 
the muftistate commission. And in that process I was serving aJ^ian 
assistant to one of the Governors, and as a chairman of all the rcpFe- 
sentatives of the Governors. This was back 10 or 12 years ago. And so 
when the Congress formed our commission they did not create this 
office, but our Governors created it. 

And they pay for it completely, 13 legislatures appro})nate the cost 
of ray office and 50 percent of the cost of the o{)eration of the 
commission. . 

Now, the only title V commission in the Public Works Economic 
Development Act that has followed suit is, interestingly enough, the 
Coastal Plains in which three of our Appala(;hian Governors are work- 
ing in^tvvo commissions. They also have established the Office of State 



ERIC 





48 ^ 

Regional Representativp. And this moans that in a full time way the 
States' interest is j)r()vi(ied for in Ibe partnership. The prt)jet'tH are 
ajmroved by the joint sij]^ature of the Federal eoehairman and myself. , 

Senator Humpwrev. I would have thought that would be a^^ood' 
way all across the country. The Ozarks doesn't do it and (he uoner 
Great Laken - - » -» 

Mr. WHIH.VIA.V. No, sir. They haven't ^^otten to that vet. But I 
think they are considering it. 

Senator Hvmphrey. Go ahtyid, Mr. Whianum. . 

MtI Whisman. I have describcdVeally the place of mv office in the ^ 
organization, which I thought might be of ^iuq importance. 

Senator HrMPHREv. Yes, ^ory much so. 

Mr. Whitman. I afn not here, as I think you might understand, to 
spoak for any or all of the Governors as to their i)articular views on 
ihP pfindmg legislation. Rather, I will simply provide information 
based on the fact that the Appalachian Regional Commisjaon and its 
program is specifically referenced and affected by the legislation. 

Senator Humphrey. Where was that In the legislation? 

Mr. Whi.sman. I have forgotten the secticm number. 

Senator Humph REY. I will find it. 

Mr. Whismam. It provides that the commission will continue, but 
it eliminates the programs. 

The Governors on their own, have^strongly stated their interest in 
the application of the successful experiences of the Appalachian 
regional development program to the design of a national [)r()gram 
to provide for a local-State-Federal partnership in program manage- 
ment and for a developmental concept in problem solving in public 
programs. This would provide a delivery system, if you will, such as 
these gentlemen were discussing this 'morning, as a corollarv to 
revenue sharing. 

As you know, but stated here as a basis for my comments, the pend- 
ing legislation provides authorization for continuation of the Appla- 
chian Regional Commission but removes all of its i)roeram funds. 
Apj)arent[v, the intent is that these funds would be transferred to the 
.States and localities through the revenue-sharing j)rocess witJi the 
anticipation, further, either, (a) that the States miglit adaj)t the 
allocation and use of such funds through the j)rocess now managetl in 
the Commission, or (b) that the Commission would simj)ly he viewed 
as a useful organization to assist the States and locaUties m the plan- 
ning and management of j)rograms, including those funded by revenue, 
sharing. 

Althouglj^bhe retnainmg information in these comments is based on 
my own vieu's and knowledge, I think it is important that I include 
here a statenumt by^A])palachian Governors made in a meetinff on 
February 6, 1971: ^ ^ . ^ 

In hLs budget recommendations for fineal 1972, tho President has proposed the 
consolidation of a number of programs, including those authorized under the 
Appalachian Regional Development, Act, to form the basis for sharing li'ederal • 
revenues with the State govcnjments to support rural development revenue 
sharing. * ^ c 

We all fully support the ba.sic concept of federal revenue sharing— 

And there the Governors emphasize the term concei)t— 
and we believe the Appalachian program ha.s been one of the finest demonstrations, 
of how states and communities can make eflfective use of shared federal reveiUiejC""*^-^ 
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In addition, we believe that the Appalachian local-fltate-fcderal partiirrship Htruc- 
ture allows a ••deeision tjharing'^ inechaniani which provides benefits in the shared 
luamu^emcnt of many programs in a way not provided by revenue sharing alone. 
Based on the sXiccesBful Appalachian experience, we will be plCaaed to work with 
the adminit^tration in developing npecifie recoiiiinendatioifs for submission to 
Congresa. o 

The President's budget contemplates an extension of the Appalachian Regional 
.Development Aet — , 

Which is now in effect — 

to permit the continuation of the vital programs authorized under this legislation. 
We imanimously concur that the Appalacnian act must be extended in order to 
continue work on the task for which the act was initially passed. We believe that 
many of these tasks can be finished withip four years, and there/ore unanimously 
recommend to the Presidfjnt and Congresa that the four year exteiXsion of the act 
be. approved. 

I should say that fay reference here to a national regional develop- 
ment ])rogra[n involves a specifics ])lan which is now available from the 
'Governors and which I wx>iiy be glad to presojit to your comnuttee 
in written form so that you can study it. , ^ n 

The intent to continue the Appalachian Commission in th/ pending 
legishition is ap[)reciated by those interested in our program, but is 
subject to questions which cannot be completely' answered at this 
time. Tins means, simply, that the mere continuance of the commission 
mechanLsnii doc^s not assure the continuance of the |)rogram which has 
rtH*ently won Qvejwhelming support of both hoUsi^s of Confess. The 
question goes to the mechanisu^s invoflved- — the mechanisms very 
much like those the gentlemen describe(lihere. 

Wlu^thcr the j)rogram could be continued is not a question of the 
desire of both Federal and State as well as loc^l ])articipants in the 
.j)r(>gram. The questions go to the mechanisms which make the Appa- 
lachian program function as well as it does. 

There is no certainty that jt would be possible for th^ State and 
local recipients of the converted Appalachian funds, provided through 
revenue sharing, to reassign these fOnds to tlie conmiission or even to 
program purposes and policies which they might voluntarily develop 
thrmfgh the commission. Own of the reasons the commission mechn- 
nisip woi'ks is that the cooneratiVe effort of local, State, and Federal 
agencies can be joined in the commission for' the use of the commis- 
sion's own funds in concert with the funds of individual agencies. 
Candidly, 'in addition to the loss of incentive for partici])ating in the 
joint commission process, there would be sizable and complex problems 
involved in being able to predetermine the combination of funds — 
even including the flexible revenue sharing funds — once these funds' 
were assigned to agencies whose mandates are controlled by separate 
fu motional policies and statutes. One of the values of the commission, 
oi)eratin;g as a separate entity embodving joint policy decisions of 
Governors and the President, is that tlie commission can work with 
regular agencies to combine funds available for their authorized pur- 
poses and can add the commission's own suppleirlmtar}^ funds to meet 
special objectives for which funding is required in joint projects but 
for which regular agency funds cannot be usedr 

It Lsthe glue money that you hear about. I am simply pointing out 
that, while the idea of revenue sharing int^ends to make flexible funding 
available, such funding in the States anl localities is likely to be as- 
signed by the Governor or legislature to regularly operating agency 



prpgnuns. There would still be a rioe.d for a rospprisible luechanism to 
be able to utilize suppleiiuMitary funding in order to achiove^ftie kinds 
of spocial (levelopmontal prngnuning Unit has bofyi arhiovodTthrough 
the Apj)alacluan (^mmiissiou. 

In addition, a major capability of lli:e conunissioh incvhanism, not 
biusicallv provided for in revenue^ sharing:, is tlie abjiHtv of the indi- 
vidual locahties and States to aehievo nuiltijurisdictioiial and uuiKtiT 
State program policies as. well as actual operatinj? projects. 

I am sayin«: that, in my own experience, if vou had 'rural reveiuie 
sharing there would still be a need for the commission mechauisnr 
with Its own program fuilds as a corollarv. This is the thru^^t of niv 
comments. 

Semitor Humphrey. In other words, what .vou are saying is that 
even d all the other section^i of S 1612 were *a(l()j)ted, that the Ai)- 
palachian Commission should not duly have its mechanism but should 
also have its prograrii funds that are pi'ovided in present legislation. 

Mr.'WHi.sM.\N. Yes, sir. And I am going a little further than that, 
to say jis I obviously linght to dc^fend my owij prograiA - please 
,don't undo our program by trying to move* 'j)r()gressiv(»ly t^ flexible 
revenue^ sharing, a concept which We ohviously have triell to demon- 
strate heretofore. 1 am hUggesthii;? that your* committee might well 
>stufly the (*oncept in' the Appalachiuh^jirograni, and you niight find 
there the c(fr()lUry (h^ivery system which will perfect re veni^i^ sharing. 
And you would hav(» an answer to the gentlemen who wcmv ju>.t here, 
because in our system the State does notjmve control, the Federal. 
Gotermnont is williitg to pass monc^y down without what an^ i atled- 
(he nit pi(\v gui(l(»Iines, but the local ])eople also are given not Just a 
free rei^i, but a responsible way to organize and plan. And these 
gentlemen have^ shown perfect c'xamples ih using the devc^lopment 
'district as the way to make it happen. 

. This is the tju-ust of what I am saying. I would like to rnake just 
one other point from this stfrtement. « 
' In thinking about this for a long-time I have come to this con-, 
elusion, and I *would like to point this out. There arc thfee fundarhental 
national ])r()blems in mobilizing govermnent to deal more effectively 
with the treatmenC of our problems. On^ is the need to redistribute 
public revenue to aj^snrc more equitable ivroportion to support State 
:a,mLloeaI government in their normal regular operations. This problem 
can bQ dealt with by general revenue sharing or by some of the other 
ideals like Federal assumption of a w elfare program. 

But the redistribution of revenue should nt^t be viewed as a splution 
to the oth'er two [)r()blems. 

The second problem which is.tlie'one on which I thhik we lniv(^ 
failed in the lOOO's, is the need to j>rovide an organization and poli.cv 
which will allow the agencies of all three levels of Government to. 
^function together, not sef)arately, j.not'e effectively, both in (he 
analysis of [xi'oblems and in the selection of priori^ticVand the design 
of action. ^ 

Here I^ think the idea that I would "suggest is a national regional 
development program such as'our Governors have endorsed. * 

Finally, the third probI(>ni, on(;(^ you fnive this organization and a 
redistribution of money, you ne(ul a mon^ efFective prognnn policv 
to bring the money on target to tjie ])riorities. Here^the word ''deveU 
opment," vSenator, is the word we use as the keystone. A. simple 
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dcfuiitiolj of (lovelopment must bo undorstood* without modifiers l;ke 
economic, or yocial. Just the word ^Mcvolopment/' is defined as a 
proeesi^j by whieh the people in an area selectively manage all resources 
and institutions to achieve an\' intended change or growth. It is a 
very simple definition. Because you don't know which resource best 
relates to the achievement of a given goal, you must consider all of 
them and set priorit es. ^ 

You don't Icnow which agency or which level of Go\ (Tnment xylft 
best come to bear on a local problem. And simply redistributing:^!^ 
money— ;*m one \' is'onl3' one of our resources— aiid by simply relft^^ 
tributip^^he money you don't get the final ^luswer. , 
. I think that is enough of my written statement. 

Senator HuMphrky. All of your stateifient will be incor|)orated in 
the record. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Whisman is as follows:) 

AFr. Whikaian. am John D. Whisman, Statues. regional represent- 
ative <iji the Appalachian HegionaK Commission. The(?Appalachian 
' R(^gional (Commission, established by action of iho Congress and the 
voluntary participation of 13 ^^tates, consists of a Federal coduiirman, 
who has an alternate, the 13 Governors each of whom has appointe(l 
a State representative and an alternate, and the office of the States 
regional representativ^e established and supported by the 13 Gox'crnors 
to represent the States in the continuing policy management of the 
(Commission. The Commission has established an executive com- 
mittee consisting of the Federal cochairman, voting, the States 
regional representative, voting, and the executive director, nonvoting. 

I am providing this statement to your comniittee to try to be lielpful 
in your consideration of the rural revenue sharing legislation. It is not 
my intention to speak for anv-* or all of the Governors as to their 
particular^ vie\\>> on the pejxding legislation. Ratlicr, I will simply 
provide information based t)n the fact that the Appalachian Regional 
(Commission and its .program is specifically referenced and affected 
by the legislation. ^ ^ 

The Appalachian Governors, on their own, have stroiigly stated 
their interest in the application of the successful experiences of the 
Appalachian regional davelopment program to the design of a 
national program to provide for a local-State-Federal partnership in 
program management and for a developmental conce|)t in problem 
solving in |)ubHc programs. This idea is, obviotisly^ importantly 
, related to the concept of revenue sharing, for which our (iovernors 
have expressed general support. To my knowledge, (iovernors as ti 
group have not taken genertd positions in relation to the rural or 
other special revenue sharing proposals aiul their individuni views 
'Would apply. 

As you know, but stated here as a basis for my comments, the ])en(l- 
ing legislation provides authorization for continuation of the Appa- 
lachian Regional Commission but removes all of its j)rogiam funds, 
ApjMirently, the intent is that these funds would be transfeiTed to 
the States and localities through the revenue sharing i)rocess with 
the anticipation, further, either (a) that the States might adapt the 
allocation and use of such funds through the process now managed 
in the commission, or (b) that the commission would sim])ly be vieWed 
as a useful organization to assist the States and localities in the 
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planning and managemofit of programs, including those funded by 
revenue sharing. 

Although the remaining information in these comments is based 
on my own views and knowledge, I think it is important that I include 
here a statement by the Appalachian Governors made in a meeting 
on February 5, 1971: 

• In his budget recommendations for Fiscal 1972, the President has proposed the 
consolidation of a number of programs, including those authorized under the 
Appalachian liegional Development Act, to form the^basis for sharing Federal 
revenues with the State jgovemments to support rural development revenue- 
sharing. ' 

We all fully support the basic concept of Federal revenue-sharing, and we 
believe the Appalachian program has been one of the finest demonstrations of 
how States, and Communities can make effective use of shared FedertU revenues. 
In addition, we believe that the Appalachian local-state federal partnership 
structure allows a ''decision sharing" mechanism which provides benefits in the 
shared management of many programs i,n a way not provide4 by revenue sharing 
alone. Based on the successful Appalachian experience, we will be pleased to 
work with the Administration in developing specific recommendations for sub- 
mission to Congress. 

The President's budget contemplates an -extension of the Appalachian Regional 
Development Act to permit? the continuation of the vital programs authorized 
ilnder this legislation. We unanimously concur that the Appalachian Act must be 
extended in order to continue work on the tasks for which the Act was initially 
passed. We believe that many of these tasks can be finished within four years, and 
therefore unanimously recommend to the President and Congress that the four- 
year extension of the Act vbe Approved. 

The inteAt to continue the Appalachian Commission in the pending 
legislation is appreciated by those interested in our program, but is 
subject to questions which cannot be completely answered at this 
time. This means, simply, that the mere continuance of the commission 
mechanism does not assure the continuance of the program which has 
recently won » overwhelming support of both Houses of Congress. 
Whether the program could be continued is not a question of the 
desire of both Federal and State as well as local participants in the 
program. The, questions go to the mechanisms which make the 
Appalachian program function as well as it does. 

There is no certainty ihait it would be possible for the State and 
local recipients of the converted Appalachian funds, provided through 
revenue sharing, to reassign these funds to the Commission or even 
to program purposes and policies which they^ might voluntarily 
develop through the Commission. One of the reasons the Commission 
mechanism works is that the cooperative effort of local, wState, and 
Federal agencies can be joined in the Commission for the use of the 
Commission's own funds m concert with the funds of individual 
agencies. Canjidly, in addition to the loss of incentive for participating 
in the joint (Commission process, there would be a sizable and complex 
problem involved in being able to predetermine the combination of 
funds — even including the flexible revenue-sharing funds — once these 
funds were assigned to agencies whose mandates are controlled by 
separate functional policies and statutes. One of the values of the 
Commission, operating as a separate entity embodying joint policy 
decisions of Governors and the President, is that the Commission 
can work with regular agencies to combine funds available for their 
authorized purposes and can add the Commission's own supplementary 
funds to meet special objectives for which funding is required in joint 
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projects but for which regular agency funds cannot he used. I am 
simply pointing out that, while the idea of revenue shaiing intends to 
make flexible funding available, such funding in the ^tates and locali- 
ties is likely to be assigned^ by the Governor or legislature to regularly 
operating agency programs. There would still be a need for a respon- 
sible mechanism to be able to utilize supplementary funding in order 
to achieve ^e kinds of special developmental programing that has 
been acliieved through the Appalachian Commission. 

In addition, a major capability of the commission mechanism, not 
basically provided for in revenue sharing, is the ability of the individual 
localities and States to achieve multijurisdictional and multistate pro- 
gram policies «fe well as actual operating projects. 

I would simply call to your attention that, in an opinion based on 
my own experience in 15 years and in the entire develo{)ment of the 
concept of the Appalachian program, there will still be a need for the 
commission mechanism with its own {)rogram funds — along with gen- 
eral sharing of revenue — to achieve the imique and successful program 
for which the Appalachian Commission has established a reputation. 

In 1970 in city and countryside alike, we find ourselves witnessing a 
historic demonstration of the mismatch of people's problems and the 
public action taken to meet them. It was out of this kind of mismatch, 
and the need to right it, that the Appalachian development progiam 
concept grew. 

In 1960, the Appalachian Region presented a chissic case of the 
failure of public programs — local, State,-or Federal— to meet even the 
most severe and high priority problemj^ of people. In the way major 
national problems concern us today, (the ''problem of Apj)alachia" 
caught the Nation's attention then. With initiative for special action 
growing in localities, the States of the troubled region united and 
proposed to the Federal Government the creation of special policies, 
a partnership organization and a special program of comprehensive* 
regional development. In 1965, the national administration and the 
Congress concurred and established the Appalachia program. 

"mthout question, the prime reason for this willingness of local, 
State, and Federal Government to take unusual steps was tlie dramatic 
need for help to the re^on's people. 

However, almost as important in gaining the agreement for action, 
was the nature of the innovative proposal for the Appalachian Regional 
Commission— a new arrangement by which a wide variety of agencies 
'^in all three levels of government coulil work together on such an 
^ ambitious scale— and for the comprehensive approach to overall pro- 
gram investments focused on a strategy for development and growth. 

Now, after 6 years of experience with this new mechanism and 
policy for public administration, those of us involved in the Appala- 
chian Commission are carefully examining its workability. It is im- 
jlortant we do so since it is under consideration and has just been 
authorized for continuation by the (ingress and because it is under 
review by the Congress as a possible model for a national sVstem of 
decision making arrangements to deal more rationally and effectively 
with the criticalproblems and oi)portunities of the Nation in the 1970's. 

The Appalachian program began, m the 1960's, as a symbol of^ 
problems. We think it has worked to become, in the 1970's, a symbol 
of solutions. 
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In the ootirso of current debates on ho\s^ to meet our romplex prob- 
lems, we are feelinp: a stroup: "nd sean^hing spot light on the relative 
fun^^tioris of local, State and Federal levels of government; on the 
different agencies of the exc^cutive dcpartmets of government; and on 
the roles of the legislative, executive and ju(li(ial branches of govern- 
ment along Nvith that of the privaU» sector. 

One of the chief probletris of ail of these elements of the total |)ublic 
decision process appears to be a simple lack of moncv. While there is 
no question about the current need for more 'moncv at all levels, I 
believe that this has focumcd perhaps too m,uch attention on the ques- 
tion of how to obtain more money, to the detriment of the (piestion of 
how to s[)end public dollars in a way to actuall v solve priori tv problems. 

The degree to which we can change our abilitv to solve problems bv 
adding dollai-s obviously has some snccifi(^ limits. [ stronglv believe 
that— whatever are the u[)[)er limits of dollars available^ our abilitv to 
expand the onportunities for solving problems can be developed' far 
more greatly by the improvements possible in our public management 
processes for spending these dollars more eflPectivelv. 

The point is that we cannot consider thej)r()blem of obtaining eruMigh 
public revenue separately from the (piestion of how best to organize for 
the e.\i)enditure of that reverme. We cannot consider the reorganiza- 
tion of the Federal Ciovcrnment separate to the qu(»stions of needed 
reorganization for effective action in State and local governments. To 
. go further, in today's "national Xatioii/' we cannot consider ruyal 
problems separately from urban nroblems; we cannot (M)nsi(ler clum^es 
in public action without reevaluating new nj)pn)aches n»(iuire(rof 
private enterprise and institutions and we caimot r)ropcrl v consider the 
problems of any special group in our societv without considering the 
means to develop greater opportunity through partici|)ation in the 
making of that opi)ortimity by all se(»tors of societv. 

The |)oint is that, the complexity ami severitv of the problems we 
I want to see solved is sucli tluit thev can be met onlv if tluTc can be a 

complete and efficient mobilization* of the three levels of government, 
of both the ('xe(Mitive and legislative branches, and of public and |)ri- 
vate agencies. There are three fmulamental mttioruil problems in 
mobilizing government to deal more effcv'tivclv with strategic treat- 
ment of rmijor |)roblems, 

1. The need fn rfdixtrihutf public ref^nue to achieve more equ'iiahle 
proportion to n^ipport riable Staff and local qorcrnnuni hi thfir 
normal re<f>dar operation^. This problem cni'j he deidt with bv 
general rev*ue sharing or by such otiier possibilities as Federal 
as.siimption of welfare progranis. I^ut this redist ribiition of revcmu' 
should not be viewed as a sohition to the other two major 
problems. 

2. The need to proride an organization and ))oHcy best to allow 
agenaeK of the ihne Irrels of (jortrnrnent to function toqeiher more 
effectfreh/^ both in the anah/sis of problems and in the selection of 
priorities and pro<fram actions.- -An effective step toward tins 
organization anci mobilization of all three levels of govermnent 
can be observed m the concept of the Appalachian ])rogrnm. This 
idea could well be applied as a corallaiy to general revenue sharing 
through the establishment of a natioiuil regional development 
program— -with a transition [)eriod ojjit least 1 vear for it to go fullv 
into action. ^ 
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3. The need to establish more effective program policies and actiml 
program design to relate pnblic resources and public decision making 
to tne identification and treatment of priority problems in a practical 
way. — (These problems-^ tend to l>e in broad categories like 
poverty, unemployment, environmental im|)r()vement, urban 
development, et cetera, rather than in the narrow categories such 
as health, education, trahsportaticm.) The ^^development policy'^ 
employed in the regional development concept provides an eflFec- 
tive new policy basi% fatb achievinjij this end. The Appalachian 
experience has demonstrated that this concept can deliver public 
decisions and public dotlars on target to selected pubHc problems. 
In brief, the regionivl development concept can oe ap])lied to a 
national program ap])roach which will deal effectively with all three 
of our strategic ])rograms necdis-^the sharing of resources and decisions; 
the mobilization of the three levels of gov^erument for action; and 
the design of special and concerted ])rograms geared to major strategic 

In view of current crtncem with revenue sharin^t must be stressed 
that the regional develojnnent ap])roach is not an mteniative. Rather, 
the two ai)})r()aches are comi)jj,tible and (»s.sential— corollaries if 
we are to achievf an effective system of effective ])rograms. But 
this means, in my own opinion, tjuit the benefits of general revenue 
sharing should he added to the broad framework of ])ublic programs 
without eliminating the effective level of funding for su<'h a pro- 
gram as the A()()alachian program. This j)rograhi'^has not only 
unique dein(mstration of the c()ncej)t of sharing revenues but--*in a 
way sui)erior to that of snn])ile revenue .sharing- it has demonstrated 
decision .sharing'' as our Qovemors have said. It ha« brought 
together the htvels Of government, ])rovided for i)ra< tical joint |)ro- 
grams by multiple agencies, has mobilized concerted action on 
])riority targeted objectives. 

I hope the.se comments are useful to your con.sideration and improve- 
ment of the i)en(ling legislation. Before hearings of the Senate Public 
Works (\)minittee ija ccmsideration of the legislation authorizing the 
Appalachian i)rogram. I have [)re.sented more detailed suggestions 
(m the a[)[)lication of the A[)|)alachian i)rogram conce|)ts to a national 
develoi)ment program and I can make this informati(m available if 
you de.sire it. I believe this could i)ro\nde improvement the use of 
revenue sharing and would i)rovide a management mechani.sm in 
which the sharing of resources and decisions could .su|)|)<)rt action 
geared to a balanced national (levelo|)ment policy. 

Senatf)r Humphrey. We have Senator Allen with us. 

Senator, do you have any questions yT>u wish to ask of Mr. Whisman. 

Senator Alle\. T want to conerratulate you on your statement. I 
have been reading it. T am sorry I was late. T have been tied up with 
other matters. T am delighted that the Congress and the adminis- 
tration has been inclined to allow the Appalachian Regional Commission 
to continue. And I think tha^ the f)oints you have made regarding 
its role certainly are well taken. ^ 

I might say too that I feel that this is one Federal ])rogram, 
among others, of course, that does have the wholehearted backing 
of the peo ple of the area that it serves. 

Mr. Whisman. Thank ^^ou. 
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Senator Allen. And we are real proud of the Appalachian Regional 
Uommifision. And we feel that the solutions that it has^offered to the 
problems of the region, is the reason that the Congress and the 
administration .are willing to go ahead with this separate program 
ramer than to /fold that into the rural revenue faring. ^ 

The eoncep|( of action by tho Commission, its ability to handle 
the matter on /a regional basis, and its use of funds on a regional basis, 
would seem t6 be one of the cardinal features of the plan. 

You make the pomt that if this money does go to the local govern- 
ments that there would be no assurance that they would reassign 
It to the Commission. And obviously they might not. Because they 
have other agentyes that they might use money on. So I feel that the 
important work of the commission, the role that it is performmg, has 
been responsible for this attitude oh the i>art of the administratTon. 

Your comments, of course, are confined only to the Ai)i)alachian 
Kegional Commission? 

Mr. Whisman. Not exactly, sir. 

'^!?"^^^ Allen. Do vou wish to comment on the other aspects? 

Mr Whisman. I will be brash enough to suggest, if I may, that 
in addition to just how it affects our Commission, I am saying that 
in our region, through our ])rogram, we have a corollary delivery 
.svstem that make^ revenue sharing work. I would suggest that levoime 
«nanng, if enacted, would still need this kind of a delivery system 
throughout the United States. So I am going a little further than just 
to say, take care of our regign. I am suggesting that the regional 
development program is not an alternative to revenue sharing. But 
It IS a necessary corollary. I think much of your testimony has gone 
to the need for a delivery system. We would like to preserve ours, but 
we don't want to keep it uniquely, we would like to see it come hito 
wider use throughout the Nation. 

Senator Allen. You would feel, then, that keeping the Appalachian 
Kegional Con^misi^ion out of the revenue sharing and going ahead and 
enacting revenue-^sharing legislation, that certain portions of that 
program should be implemented through the facilities of the Appa- 
lachian Regional Commission; is that correct? 

Mr. Whisman. Yes. 

Senator Allen. That, then, would beef up the Commission, would 
It not? 

Mr. Whisman. That is right; yes, sir. 

Senator Allen. And have it performing a still larger role in this 
y concept of revenue sharing? 

Mr. Whisman. That is correct. And our Governors, while they 
support the revenue sharing, sui)port this corollary as well. So it is 

not— — ' 

Senator Allen. On the rural revenue sharing, and the unfolding 
of possibly tt hundred existing programs, what assurance is there that 
these programs would be carried on with money placed in the hands 
of the local governments. 

Mr Whisman. I think, sir, if my suggestion were followed, that 
this delivery system be set as a corollary to revenue sharing— and I 
mean as corollary to general revenue sharing as well as the special 
programs. You w^ould have to look realistically to the experience of 
the Appalachian program in the last 6 years, and ask the question 
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whether we have dolivoml on target to the things we were charged 
to deliver on, whether we haviydone that effieieiitly, and whether we 
have been responsive to our local people. 

And if the answer to those is yes, as we think it is, then I think 
you would have found a corolltiry here. 

Senator Hi mphuew What is the |)oiut, thouglv, if you take these 
.s|)ecial revenue-sharing funds and put thein over in the office of the 
Governor, if that is what you are really doing, is there any assurance 
that these programs will be carried out. 

Mr. Whismax. No, sir; not in my o|)inion, because the Governor 
is subject to working with the State legislature, and the local mayors 
are subject to working with their councils, and you would have great 
difficulty in .seeing, for instance, a national (levelo|)riient |)olicy come 
into being, because there is nothing about revenue sharing by itself 
that assures the joining of the interests and the resources and the 
ideas of all three levels of government. 

Senator Allen. Thus monev that the local governments would 
get, having been sj)ent on other needs, would there not then be a 
(lemand that these existing proprarn^ be reinstituted, and we would 
have to go back to them as well? I am speaking of all |)rograins that 
are now j)opular with the |)ublic and now have |)ublic support. 

Mr. Whisman'. You nose there of course the key j)rob]eni that 
vou gentlemen are wrt'stling with in the Congress of the United States, 
tn tne lOOO's this was a response by the Congress to a great many 
needs. But the tendency of the first response inevitably is to |)rovi(le 
a prograxu for a stated need. So you have many programs. 

Now, there is obviously a need for consolidation, for review, and 
for a means to give both flexibility and functional focus to these 
programs. I am inclined to doubt that that can be done by fiat in a 
piece of legislation. But you can set a system for doing this, in which 
the local people are not given carte blanclie, the Governors are not 
given the money to do with as they would, the (^ongress, a Fefleral 
agency, doesn't take the money and write the guidelines fight to tlie 
nth degree, but all of ''these must work together, thev must come 
forward and present to the Congress a |)lan that states tlie objectivcH, 
and as it happens in our program, 1 year in iidvaiMc of the s|)en(ling 
>of the funds tlie |)lan must be demonstrated by a state of the projects. 
We (lonM settle for a plan. Our States and localities come forward 
and say, next year the noney we ftntici|)ate being available Avill be 
spent for these projects for this reason, because of our |)lan. 

Now, I think ypu would get the |)ur|)oses, sir, of the |)rograms that 
you have enacted this way, and you would have to go through a 
p(Tio(l of watching to see this action take |)lace. 

I think that the word "tran.sition'' is extremely iiajmrtant. Both 
revenue sharing and the enactment possibly of a national delivery 
.system of this kind would require a year of working, and you would 
have the existing |)rograms instead of consolidating them into rural 
revenue sharing. 

If vou could gj^^is much further 3'ou leave them in. But you 
would allow then^^Kegin to be managed by this system, the agency. 
And as you wat^Bi tnat happen you might then convert some of 
tho.se programs t^^a more flexible form, if you were assured that the 
.purpose for which the program was <?p acted would be served by this 
system. I think it would be. 



Senator Aih^^,. Your suggestion, then, %uld go just exactly 
counter to the (Concept of revenue sharing, wMch would be to leave 
these programs to sink or swim subject to the\hims and wLshes of 
the local governments. Is that not right, to pla% the moncv in the 
hands of the local povcnunents and allow thei%t() su|)port those 
portions of tho existuig programs that thoy a[)|)r()% of, and to plow 
It into othor |)?ipgrams, not nocessarilv the very ha% ones thoy see 
fit to employ or .supf)ort? ' \ 

Mr. Whisman. To try to give you a sf)ecific an.s\\W, my feeling 
IS that that would not necc^ssarily be productive, as Merenced for 
in the rural revenue^ sliaring |)rogram. 

Senator ALLteN. Yes. But yom- suggestion is exactly t\((^ 0[)posite 
of what the ])rosent concept is, is that not right? ' \ 

Mr. Whismax. Of rural revenue sharing it is different M would 
hositat,(» to say it is absolutely. 

Senator Allen. ('()nsid(Tal)ly different. 
• Mr. Whisma.n. Yes; because! would see in transition a lini(\vheii 
these |)n)gratns might be amalgamated into a differeni system% 

Senator Allk\. It leayes the Federal G(rvernnient ha%ig 

tlie ultunate and final eontrol oyer whether th(^ program is institute, 
wherea>A this concc^pt alhnvs the local goyermnents to tletermine it 
Mr. WnisMA.v. That ir, right. 
Senator Allkv. And the possible abandomnent of a nuud)er of^ 
existmg j)rograms, such tis the popular and successful A|)|)alachian 
program. 

Mr. Whisma.v. Yes, .sir. I tliink that withoiat a tiansition, and 
witliout a delivery system, both tlie loeal people and eyerybody 
would have troul)le making tliat trjlnsition from un<loinfr n pr()giam 
to starting a new way to manage it. And the rcLon I say 1 am not 
necessarily coiinter, I suggested a transition, that if general reyemie 
sharing w^re enacted, and as a corollary you created this delivery 
sy.slem, you leav(^ riiral revenue sharing^l^otie as proposed in thenl, 
and theii see how to fit it in aft(T you have done the other two. 

Senator Alle.v. Tlie State, though; would not l)e interested in 
plowitig the money into an Appahicliian commi.ssion if tlioy were not 
assured of getting that same money or more !)ack into tlieir. State 
would they? ' * 

Mr. WnisMAN. TIuU is realistically (^orrect; yes, sir. 

Senator Allev. So it woiild be i)retty hard to .see liow vou could 
^ act as a delivery vehicle. 

\ Mr. WnisMA.v. Utdoss we had program funds of otir-own. And all 
nof our [)rogram funds, of cour.se, must 1)6 used in what is called sup- 
1 f)lem(Mitation. 

4 Setuitbr Allen. That, then, in es.senee means the be(»fing up of 
j Apf)alachia, isn^t that ri^ht? 
\ Mr. Whisman. Yes, .sir. 
i ' Senator Allen. ThanJc vou. 

■ Semitor Humphrey. Mr. Whisman, I think your discussion has 
ibeon very helpful to us. It concentrates on what we heard just a 
lew minutes, ago from Mr. Esala, Mr. Hardin, and Mr. Price. The 
tarhole thrust of it is that S. 1612 i)laces full discretion in the hands of 
|lhe Governor as to what will be done with the funds that are con- 
solidated. You are suggesting that you start with your multicounty 



59 



planning units, which are then coorditiated with the States, and then 
coordinated with your regional commission (Apj)alaehia), this ap- 
proach provides for prog^raming the proper use of funds — with Jocal 
m-put — as to how the planning will proceed. 
Mr. Whihman. That is correct. 

Senator Humphuey. So you are trying to get the best of two worlds. 

Mr. Whisman. Yes, sir. And that would give you a delivery 
system which, when put through revenue sharing, would allo>y you 
to approach the niunagement of many programs tnat here are bimply 
pulled together without the delivery system. 

Senator Humphhey. Thank you very much, Mr. Whisman. I 
appreciate it very, very much. 

1 want to thank you for your help with respect to the rural coalition 
matter too. 

Mr. Whismas. Thank you very much. And I congratulate ^ou on 
that cjise. 

Senator ifir.MPHKEY. Mr. Wax, we were going to have you testify 
this afternoon. But since we are here, would you Uke to eome forward. 

Mr Ray Wax is president of the National Association of Farmer 
Elected Connnitteemen, from Newman, III. 

And I remember i^^eing you here not long ago. I am happy to see 
you here again. \ 

STATEMENT OP RAY WAX, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF FARMER ELECTED COMMITTEEMEN, NEWMAN, ILL. 

Mr. Wax. This Ls Mr. Ernest Wilhehu, my national secretary, and 
Mr. Rol)ert Koch, Jr., who is an official with our group. 

Senator Humphkev. And Senator Allen is here with us too. 

Proceed, Mr. Wax, with whatever you have in muul. 

Mr. Wax. Mr. ('hairman and members of the conunittee, I am 
Ray Wax of Newmen, III. First, I am a farmer and ojxTate 040 acres 
devoted to corn, soybeans, and n^gistered shorthorn cattle. Second, it 
is mv privilege to be chairnum of the county AS( 'S Conunittee to 
whidi poi^ition I have been elected bv the farmers of Doudas County. 
Third, it is mv liiich honor to be president of the National Association 
of Farmer P^lected Conunitteemen. I know all members of the subcom- 
mittee are aware of this, but for the record I would like to point out 
that there are approxinuitely S,4()() county conunitteemen and 100,000 
community conmiitteenu^n' elected in the 2,S0() counties where our 
Nation's farm i)ro(?rams are administered. Our association covers 31 
^States and w ill soon*iuclude all 50 States. Our membership is made 
up of present and past county and comnuinity coinmitteemen that 
have served farm ])rojjrams. We have two main objectives ami that 
is for a sound farm ])ro^ram to first benefit rural AnuTicans and 
second to be of value to all our citizens. 

It is a pleasure for me to testify before this distinguished committee 
today and 1 am proud to know this group of men represent so great 
an interest in the Nation's agriculture. Therefore, I count you as a 
friend of my industrv. I am sure this committee is cognizant of the 
severe economic pligfit that i.s facing the American farmer. To dwell 
on this topic -with facts would consume all my allotted time, there- 
fore, I hasten to the subject of revenue sharing. 
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We as an association of men who are the closest to the farmer and 
his program participation are (mposed to the administration's revenue 
sharing proposals. We oppose both the general revenue sharing pro- 
posal, which IS currently pending before the committee, as well as the 
bills on ''speciar' revenue sharing that are pending before other legis- 
lative committees. Although the administration's revenue sharing pro- 
posals wore submitted to Congress in seven se])arate bills they are 
interrelated in such a way that it is unrealistic to discuss them in 
isolation from one another. F'urthermore, the administration's pro- 
posals for reorganization are related to and inseparable from revenue 
sharing. 

As 1 travel this great Nation and confer with governors of States and 
mayors of our great eities I find their greatest need is additional money 
to satisfy the demands of their people and for the services they request. 
In taking my position I recognize the plight of the cities in meeting the 
fiscal crisis that is upon thefn; but I feel alternate solutions to this 
cnsis can and should be adopted. Revenue sharing, I think, is the 
wrong way to accomplish fiscal relief and reduction in '^administrative 
redtape." I am sure that just additional funds remitted to the various 
States will eventually be deterimental to my farm people. 

\Ir. Chairman, I think revenue sharing is bad in principle because it 
diminishes the progressive role of the National Government in our 
political system. I Hm proud to state over the past several decades this 
country has made progress in so many fields due to leadership of our 
National Government. *^ 

Basically, Mr. Chairman, I feel the conservation of our greatest 
natural resources, our laud, streams, and forests, which has been 
directed by a national policy through the U.S. Department of Agri- 
culture with the ACP and now the rural environmental assistance pro- 
gram, would b<? jeopardized by the adoption of a **no strings attached" 
revenue-sliarin* system. Funds appropriated by the Government and 
matched by participating farmer have been instrumental in saving 
our fertile syil, controlling our Mater su])p!y, increasing our forest 
acreage, dji>f loping our recretUional areas lor an ever increasing urban 
demand, and at the sumevtjme producing the most abundant food 
supply at the best relative ])rice of any nation in the worid. These 
above-named funds have never been adequate for this most construc- 
tive agricultural i)n>gram. At times in the past, and even today, men 
have doubted the necessity of maintaining these great resources by 
unwarranted recjuests for reduction of tunds or a complete elimination 
of the conservation i)n)gram. In fact, at ])resent, I understand there is 
an impoundment of funds in many States where conservation is badly 
needed. Under the revenue-sharing proposals, the basic conservation 
plan of our Nation's farms, streams, and forests, could be put aside, at 
the discretion of the individual States, by men who (lo not understand 
conservation. It is doubtful that the urban dominated State legislatures 
will be very concerned about rural development. With the ])ropose(l 
elimination of the ACP-REAP, many ASCS county offices could be 
closed. And remember, these offices administer price support, acreage 
control and many other prog:rams in addition to ACP-REAP. Let me 
remind you that the ACP-REAP is the only Federal agricultural pro- 
gram that exists in every county across our Nation. Office closing 
would eliminate the ongoing staffs which in the past have handled the 
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emergency drought program, rural civil defense, and even today are 
the ones designated to answer questions at the rural level about the 
administration's wage price freeze. 

I know that workable alternatives to reveiuie sharing will come 
forth from this committee and will be approved by Congress. I am 
concerned for my people, the farmers of this Nation who are beini- 
forced from the lands becf^se of a lack of net farm income. I do grant 
that reorganization of our USDA could be justified in the eyes of our 
farmers so that the people of this Nation would know what services are 
coirectly charged to the Department. However, in the words of the 
great Abraham Lincoln who came from the rural area of my home 
State of Illinois and respectfully stated Nation cannot stand 
divided therefore in respect to this dynamic leader I cannot see the 
Department of Agriculture divded to fall prey to those who would 
destroy farm programs. 

My life has been spent in agriculture and for my people to go without 
a sound farm program and the loss of the Department would be in 
comparison to going to the Capitol to catch a bus to the moon with a 
Holiday Inn reservation awaiting your arrival. President Nixon said 
in Illinois, *'When you stop trying to be No. 1 you admit defeat 
as an individual./' As that individual today I humbly requeajt you 
to keep the Department of Agricnltiiie and to help improve and 
niaintuin tlie conservation of our Nation's greatest industry by your 
distinguished leadership. 

Senator Humphrey. Mr. Wax I gather from your testimony — which 
was not too difTicult to understand it is rather pertinent and concise — 
that yon oppose S. 1612. 

Mf". Wax. We do form the standpoint of returning the funds and 
with a no-strings attachment back to the State government. 

Senator Humphrey. And while we are not discussing the matter here 
today nor do we have jurisdiction over the legislation relating to the 
consolidation and elimmation of the Department of Agriculture I 
gather from the thrust of your remarks tnat you are not in favor of 
that. 

Mr. Wax. Mr. Humphrey, I couldn't come to Washington today 
and represent the people back on the farms across this Nation, the 
greatest industry of our Jsation and say that I would be in favor of 
doing anything to eliminate the Department of Agriculture. We talk 
about revenue sharing; we talk about values; we talk about the 
economic plight of my people and the loss of 52 cents a bushel today 
of corn, on 5 billion bushels. So if you would go by the figures that 
people smarter in the economic field hand down to us and Tnidti])ly 
this figure by seven times the effect it has on oiu* economy is $21 
billion in purchasing power. 

I think this is one of the greatest things to help rural America and 
all the people. ^ • o ' 

Senator Humphrey. I was down to Worthington Minn. Saturday. 
It is in the com and soybean area. And we used to raise a lot of turkeys 
down there not as maW as now but we have what we call a turkey 
day. And Avhile there I learned that the price of corn has been just 
plummeting downward. What is happening in Illinois? 

Mr. Wax. You remember when I was nere 2 years ago asking to 
put a price support under com a dollar and 8 cents a tushel. And 
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finally I said we in agriculture could ^et along with no price support 
if indjistry could get along with no minimum wage. -Now corn ranges 
from 91 to 96 cents a bushel. 

Senator Humphhey. Isn't it interesting that you can have that drop 
in corn prices, and when I pick up the morning paper there is not one 
thing in it about that promem. Tiuit is a fact. The largest news{)aper 
in the United States, tne New York Times. If it were to carry a story 
about agricalture it would probably get two lines hidden somewhere 
probably in the want ad section. 

Now, that drop in com prices in my State is worse than any amount 
of unemployment or any amount of inflation to our economy. I mean 
if ypu really want to talk about what is hitting the people of Miimesota. 
But you know the poor farmer-^I just go beserk about this half the 
time — nobody seems to care. It doesn't even get a little notice. If 
wages drop 10 percent tomorrow morning, that would be a banner 
headline. 

If profits of industry were to drop 5 percent, or .the market were to 
go down 10 percent, everybodv would get excited. But the farmer takes 
this whipping and they just look at him and say, well, how are you 
doing? And I saw the other day where the President indicated with 
respect to our* foreign trade that somebody said there might be some 
retaliation, because of the 10 percent import surcharge and he ap- 
parently said, well, I think the. faflner can take that. Well, how much 
can you take? I thought we ought to get this in tlie reconl today too. 
I don't think there is 10 people m Washington outside the De])artnient 
of Agriculture and a few ^Iembers of Congress that know that corn 
prices have be(^n going dowTX the drain. 

Mr. Wax. It is a sad situation in the rural communities of this 
Nation. These people do not know what to do. They have never 
walked in a strike line, they have never refused, or turned down the 
production that their country demanded of them in war or peace. 
I am most proud to represent this group of people, and I am the 
closest to them. I could give you som(* facts of pricing. Mr. Coniudly 
recently stated, to set the price of a product you establish the profit 
to that industry. This is true in apiculture. 

I iigree with you, across \}m Nation economists feel that fanners 
and farm families don't understand the difFereuce between a dollar 
corn and a dollar-and-a-half e^rn. 

And if you are going to stay in farming today yoii can't be that 
gullible and continue fiirming. A, man clost^ to nie, rel^^ted his father 
s])ent $19,000, for a 170-acre tract of land. This young man just s])ent 
$24,000 for a combine. He is going to try to do his work and soine 
custom work of his own to i)ay for this machine. Industry is going 
to have to realize that the farmer has got to have money to buy the 
equipment they are building. 

And W(^ are certi.inly ])r<)ud of our world trade. We are going to 
have to look into this surcharge. And I am sure thi:t there was o])- 
position met— Mr. Connally is meeting overseas with Eiu'o])ean 
naticms — and if we lose the 1 acre out of 4 that is exported, this 
Nation is going to be dragged into a depression a lot worse even than 
in 1932; I am ohl enough to remember that one when I helf)ed milk 
23 cows by hand to helj) f)ay the farm hand. And we hoped the mail- 
man (fldn't bring us another bill. S^o I understand this. 
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Senator Humphrey. Senator Allen, when I wns home douii in 
Nobles County, the southwest part of our Sti\te — it is beautiful down 
there, it i« r^^ftlly the most fortilo sedition of our State — 1 was told by 
the editor of the i)aper, Mr. Vaiu^e, tliat in tlio la.st 5 years, 200 farm 
families fnnn that county have left. And tlie n.te of (risn[)j)earance is 
up now. I talked to farm families aiuJ individual fanners. I wa^ thero 
Saturday from mum to ab(Ait 3:30. And 1 had one man after another 
come up to me on this eorn price ])roblein. And they are just beside 
themselves. 

We don't feed all that corn down there, even tliough we do feed a 
lot of it. Much of it p:oes into the nu.rket. And then we have this 
problem of storage. You know that the Dej)artment of Agriculture 
has ordered out of farm storage the 1967-68 corn crops. And we lack 
sufficient terminal storage space ,to accumulate it. \Vliat is happening 
is a flooding of com on the market, and a driving down of prices again. 
And this is yet another blow to the farm producer. 

Well, that is jff this bill, but by gosh it really bothers me. I vtinw 
back here terriblv depressed. The finest people that I know in these 
areas had just taken a whipping, an incredible whipping. 

Mr. Wax. They are leaving the farms. 

Senator IIumphrey. I don't know how we get attenticm down here. 
I understand how stmiebody feels when nobody listens to his plea. 
Because they come (/ me Mhen I am home as they come to you, and 
I sort of look at them with a tear in my eye, and I dcm't know (juite 
what to do. hi fact, I was told the other (lay when I wrote a letter t<> 
the Department ()f Agriculture about this corn .sititation tliat they 
weren't even going to answer it. When '1 found out what they said 
I told them 1 will (leliver the next one to them personally aiul wait for 
an answer. * ^ 

Mr. Wax. Can I give you a prediction about what is going to 
happen. I thir\k that^'unless this Nation realizes what these people 
have to have to stay on the farm we are in trouble. I have talked in 10 
or 15 States in the last 15 jnqnths— I think I have had audiences 
average 200 people and only three* men under 30 j^ears of age were in 
attendance. If they wtat to go to corporations, let them look at thcf 
record. Sure a farm family is p^etting the best retuihs over a corpora- 
tion, because Mom and the kids drive tr^ictors and haul the grain iii 
and try to help make a HWng. But I am bringing a 27-year-o](l son, 
back in my own business, and he is Jookinc: with apprehension al)0ut 
retirement benefits and pension.s, and t^o Forth, that arc not on tho 
farm today. And if you look at the farms toilay, soifie people drive by 
from the city and say, the air is clean, and there is new equipment 
sitting out here — I served on the FHA board for 3 years,.and I can tell 
you about some of the indebtedness of these younff men, an,d unless 
the crop price is changed you have no wa}^ to \my for the investment 
in machinery and land. ^ 

You have two al tern at ires. Destroy these people when they drop 
with indebtedness, or else you give them something that they can liv^e 
by and keep producing as they have for this Nation. Or the thirJ 
choice, someday when the farmer says, this is it, there will be no 
milk, or no meat will come to market.^ When you have got a 24-hour 
supply of milk, a 7-day supply of red meat, then this is something 
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/ impojrtant. I hope it never cfbmes to a food strike, because my people 
^ ,ar© n6t that kind of people. ' v* 

Senetor HxiMPaBBY. I am going to have to deport. But Senator 
Allen is here/ and hQ is best friend the farmer has. And I ain going 
to put him in charge. . 

Senator ALiiBN. Thoiik you, Mr, Chairman. 

Senator HtjMPHBBY. You may want to ti^othese gentlemen a 
question. <7 

Senator AllbN (presiding). Mr. Wax, I gather, then, that you do 
not feel that the rural revenue sharing proposal ^as advanced by the 
administratioti is in the best interest oi the farmers. 

Mr. Wax. If we ''go upon the past record, as your distinguished c 
cliaimwi said here, the recognitSon given farm people, I know from 
personal experience, there are greater demands, greater cries for this 
money. And to go back to solve the pollution or the cbnservatioii plan 
of this Nation, I am sure that Governors are going to have greater pull 
upon them to put in money in'other places. And then too I look at the 
source from ^hich this money is coming. Todiiy in Illinois we looK 
down 10 rowa quarter of a nule and we lay a $20 bill on it for taxes. I 
don't know how our farm real estate can carry mutih more from the 
"standpoint of ta:^ation. 

Senator. Allen. Would this program as advanced by the adniinis- 
tratibn put all of the money provided for these fexisting^programs in the 
hands of the respective States with onjly broad classifications as to 
their, use tmd disbursement? ^ ^ ' - • - 

Mr. Wax. I don't dc^bt that this would be the%ay — I don't think 
• anyone is intelligent enough today to ftresee 10 years,^ as we set up 
reyenue^'sharing, to see in 10 years time the need that is goins to be 
Kere! Who saw 7 years ago the eflFort ihat^is being put into pSlution 
now with Mr. Ruckelshaus? I met with him in the White House in 
March. Who knew what this program was going to demand upon the 
people of this Nation? And you know what their oudget is. Who knows 
'J. how much more our urban demands are going to be? So I think it is 
• sometbi|^g that you would have to agree with. 

But J^ess tnis ihoney was, earmarked for certain programs — - 
a^d thiols why there are many pieople that take issue with farm 
programs-^but I think they have oeen directed at the best possibfe 
solution that could be found at the present time.. 
* And I compliment Secretary Hardin on trying to bail thi$ country 
ott^Tlf we would have had the loss in our com crop that we had a 
\{l year kgo, I don't want to think where our food prices would have 
^ gone.' pur farmers tried to produce this 6r6p for this Nation, and .they 
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And nov?" to come in for such a -price drop and loss of income, 
I think there are some other people that owe the responsibility for 
this abundance. 

When I planted my ccim crop, Mr. Allen, this spring I just kind of 
hdd. a little talk with the Maker wondering what would be there this 
fall, becaiise I saw the stacks fall and the* ears not develop last year. 
Through the Midwest, 2 weeks of cool weather with the land of seed 
com that we had to plant, has done much to save this Nation's most 
important feed grain. ^ 
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Senator Allen. Would this revenue-sharmg program i)ut the 
various on-going programs at the mercv of the respec ive States? 

Mr Wax: Uiless tlere was an order from the Federal Government 
with specific guidelines, I don't think we in agricultiire would have any 

'^tenftor Allkn. The legislation docs provide broad general classi- ' 
iicatbns but not specific programs. But it put the various existing 
Warns ?n a wild^scramble It State levels to try to ob ajn^^^^^ 
their particular program a contimiatfon their funds. Is that correct f 
?lr Wax I don^t doubt that this would be true I have heard 
testimony here from other groups people on land develonment, 
and l,eo?le on extension, anS the \ast gent emen. you had liere- 
Vou-have tried to obtain a voice |or a^culture m the Past year^ 
I sort of realize where- the farm people might come upon this totem 
pole, so to speak. I had a conference .v;ith Governor f Hhnois. 
And he promised me through- the du-ector of agriculWre that^ they 
would make every possible means to see that thpse fund^ were directed 

in this fashion. ^ , ,. . i i. i a„,i 

I am not opposed to .change. Our obligation has changed And our 
method of production has changed. I am not ^PP^^^''^ to this, but 1 
am opposed to seeing the sale bills appearan our papers and the people 
disappoaiing from the farm as they have. ^„w,e fV,af 

Senator Allen. Do you know 6f any agricultural programs that 
• theadministratron, that the Federal Government now has that should 

be^ibamlonecl/^ the total outlook upon the agricultiiral program that 
th; administration fosters today I think the d.hmtion what each 
program does for thi^ Nation-maybe not the ehmmation o the pr^^^^ 
^am but al least to take &n explanation to th^people of this Nation 
so that thev have an understanding of what is bemg done for them 
and if it shouM be charged off to the agi iciiltural^department I can 
Quote von many'aiticles of what is being charged off to farm progi-ams 
S ft Ls ma.le'^agi-iculture look bad in this Nation ^to a grmrp of peopk 
who have no wav rcallv organized way, to fight back. 1 name you \our 
rchoolTunch pri^am. And I name you your meat inspection program. 
These are alf necessary, services .the same as transportation m the 
cities But thev should' not be required costs on the raw products of 
SelkrSpeople. Sir I have a question. As you understand, the P^^^^^^^ 
wage price freeze, the raw com'modjty is not frozen. The pro'luct to 
the consumer is frozen. Does that mean that where our price has varied 
on corn over the past year from $1.54 to 89 cents at its low-rwhat 
?vUl we have to go^nsider as a fair price?-This is a 'l^^nt subject 
but I would like vour distinguished opinion— where will our price 
be set r?h s? Bo We need a ^oup of people today who run our price 
UD and down or will it be frozen at a level so that I know when I 
pEt T crop Jn the ground and this gentleman from Missouri with me 
that we will have a certam price for our commodity/ 

Senator Allen. This la a question I suggest that you direct to 
Secretary (Smnallv. I feel that he would be the man to answer that. 
rSht -St aJe that' the President's, promise is that the fjeze is^going 
to go off on November 15. And it is not supposed to appl} to agricul- 
tural products the farm produce. 
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T o^""' Tt^' 9°"!'^ ^ ^f"^^^ impression with this corainitteo, that 
LT<R5°i r t^^ for-thafc I am not here looking for $4 soybeans 

TV ff^ M w'^"^t7 ^"""^ ^^'^^ people' have forgotten When 

r>lll"^A ''''a^.u'^} '"■'•'^ * machinery executive from Illinois on the 
S,^f" a"-? ^^^^ ^"''t ™« ^ll.OGO today, to buy this same equip- 
mem. And corn is 96 cents. 

Senator Allen. Now under the rural revenue sharing proffram I 
notice you seem particularly interested in the APC prtograra, that is 
the rural environmental assistance program, .jvhicfi is n«t widely 
. known by that name. There would be no assurahcc that this nrosrrain 

r.Hni'l?^"'"'"'^ ^ " administration's rural revS 

sharing bill were passed? 

^ understand the proposed measures 

there would be no assurance. 

Senator Allen. The same would be true with the various other 
specie programs now being funded by the Federal Government 

Mr. WAX. You see the farmer matches 50 percent the funds that 

Might I just for the record give you a statement from tlx; State of 
Ukiahoma. Ihe annual investment need in conservation in the State 
wa?&^K^)nn "fT!'^ $7^-imllion. The 1971 REAP allocation 
was $4,588,000 about 6 percent of the total need. I am sure you are 
fanuhar with Jamie Whitten and his work that he has done for this 
and 1 am sure that you are familiar with the efforts that the farm 
people want o make for the control of tl,e streanfs and the pollution 
ot the m There are a lot of peoi)le today that don't know that a 
Imndred bushels of_eorn to the acre takes up 8 tons of carbon dioxide 
ZLri^ . 'ti? '.-^""f of oxygen and I think that this pollution 
progranvbhou (1 be directe(l back in the rural areas to the ACS Office 
which IS established and handled by people who know farm regulations 
and farm law and who iire willing to cooperate with tiie Federal 
Ooyemment, and I would make this recommendation. 

Serfator Allen. There is no assurance, though, that the ACS 
progiam would even be carried on? 

Mr. Wax. That is right. 

Senator Allen. Do yoa think it wise to -abandon or allow tlie 
abamlonment of these tried and true and well-proven programs? 

Air. VVax. ISO, sir; I would like to say that I have seen no finer 
group of program peoi)le as I have served 17 years on a county 
committee. In the many years that^I have served t haye heard unfair 
criticisms, and 1 read vou stories here this morning of a hundred 
thousand committees. I am sure there are probably people right in 
this room at this nionient who say: Look at this number of people 
who are on the Federal payroll. Let me tell you-and I am sure this 
gentleman on my right hand .here will agree with me—that some 
Ql these men have not served one day for pay, but they have still 
gone out and worked on their own time and given their time to 
farm program work for their Nation. 

So, when I speak of numbers this has been an ^ibbreviated fact^bv ' 
many, w-nters, but when f come to these situations where just fast 
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week in the local paper in Champagne-Urbana, a town of 40,000 
people, a university community, where you had a newspaper reporter 
who reported— how wouhl you tike to have a new sidewalk put in? 
How wouhl you like to'have a new roof put on, or maybe a drive to 
your garage, or something else, with the Government paying half 
the expense? He was sneaking of a plan whereby the farmers in that 
community matched the funds of the Government. I wonder if you 
can find anyplace else in this country where people in an industry; 
at the price they are receiving for their efforts are matching Federal 
funds 50-50 to get a job done. 

Now, go bacK to your county committees, these njen, as 1 said 
prior, have seen their offices develops have seen management and 
service come to farm i)eople and rural communities and urban people 
who share in these programs. I have never seen any group of people 
make the improvement in their conduct, in their ability to handle the 
job, as I have in the ACSS oiB&ces across the Nation. 

One other comment: I sat with the Secretary of Agriculture and a 
distinguished group of farm people in January- and February, after he 
took office, and I know that this man has tried to give the farmers of 
this Nation the right \o and I compliment liim. I could not 

appear before this committee \vithout saying he has made a fine effort 
to bring forth this Nation's production. I sat with liim in some lonely 
hours a year ago when, if he had failed and gotten a 3-billion bushel 
eorn crop this year, what chaos we would have been in. Again, I thank 
the good Lord that- this did not happen to farm people so that we 
could have had this kind of poor pro(luction to impress upon the people 
of the Nation how bad things can be. Everyone is the farmer's cus- 
tomer. No otiier group in America can claim this distinction. Even a 
person today in the hospital bed taking glucose still is a farmer's 
customer. 

Senator Allen. Thank you very much, Mr. Wax. I appreciate you 
gentlemen coming and appearing before the committee. 
Senator Louise Leonard, please. 

STATEMENT OF HON. LOUISE LEONAKD, MEMBEK, WEST VIKGINIA 
SENATE, HAKPER'S FEKKY, W. VA. 

Mrs. Leonard. We are interested in this bill in West Virginia and 
elsewhere. I have mv statement which I have prepared for distribution, 
and I want to testify in favor of this bill, S. 1612. I want to support 
tliis, and I speak to you as a senator from 'the 16th senatorial district 
of West Virginia, which is an agricultural area. I represent six rural 
counties in the eastern panhandle of the State. 

I am also the president of the planning commission of one of those 
counties, and so I have worked ^closely with these Federal programs. 
Consequently, I appreciate the 'section of thd bill that calls for the 
consultation and coordination with the units of local government. 

I believe that State government should have a primary role in this 
historic revenue-sharing program, and would like to add that I strongly 
support the stand taken by the National Legislative Conference, the 
National Conference of State Legislative Leaders and the National 
Society of State Legislators, that funds should be channeled from the 
Federal Government, through State government to county and local 
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goyeminent, and under no circumstances should State government be 
by{)assed in the distribution of funds uader the revenue-sharing 
program. 

The oycrtdl phui for rural dov(»lt)|)nHMit, and rov(Miuo-slu\rin^ to 
ochievo it is oxcollont. We arc tdl aware that tlio current need for 
certain public facilities and utilities in our small towns, in our cities 
and in ()ur counties is greater than that which cnn be supported by 
collection of h)cal taxes. For nianv years the American taxpayers 
have watched while millions of dollars have ^one overseas to assist 
the underdeveloped nations of the worhl. It is time now that a greater 
portion of our tax dollars be aUocated to assist the underdeveloped 
areas of America. 

No one can fault a bill desi^ied to inctrease employment, invest- 
ment and incomes, to improve public service and fncilities, to stem 
out migration, to promote conservation, to imj)rove educationi'.l 
facilities, law enforcement, housing and health facilities, -and trans- 
portation. Tliese are all vvithhi tlie j'.reas wlierc people look to their 
govermnent for assistance. This trend during recent years lias led to 
the development of so many assistance prot2;rams that dupHcation of 
efTort has resulted ami local leaders have f^reist <HfIi(UiUy in fnuhn^ in 
our bureaucracy the agency which handles the specific programs for 
their needs. 

I believe that to combine many of these ])rograms, as the President 
hajo suggested, under the Rural Uevelopment Revenue-Sharing Act 
is' certainly a step in the right (hrection to enable local lei'.ders to find 
their way throui^h the maze of j)rograms (uirrentlv offered. 

The [)iu-t of the bill to which I object . however, is the secliou dciJing 
with the exteusion s<Tvice. \ op])ose this section of the bill, because 
S. 1012 does not aUow for continuity of the extension ])r()gram as 
people participating in it now know the progrnm. At present Federal 
funds under the Smith-Lever Act of 1914 go to land grant colleges. 

In our State, West Virginia University lulministers the ])rogram. 
The State nnitches these funds and counties contribute to the exten- 
sion program. In Jeffersiju County where 1 live, population »',j)proxi- 
mately 20, ()()(), we have 20 4 H clubs with id)()Ut 400 members; we 
have KVor 12 h(mies demonstration clubs with about 300 members. 
WV have one full-tune county agricultural agent, one 4 H agent, 
and one i)iKrt-time home demonstration agent. The Jefferson County 
commissio!u»rs provide office space, phone and travel expenses. 

Participants in the present extension programs urge that programs 
continu(> to be administered by the land griMit coUeges bece.use thfs 
has worked so well since 1914 and hi'.s frcNl the programs from the 
politics in which thev could become involved should the system be 
changed from the Smith-Lever Act to the system proposed in S. 1612. 

This b(H'omes a question of ''Why should an existing, workable, 
efficient Federal program be (ihanged?" Th(^ extension service today 
certainly fulfdls for the most part the needs of rural communities in 
the areas in which infornnvtiou is provided and I fail to see the ileed^ 
for changing it. There is no indication that a change frpm the vSmith-^ 
Ix'ver Act to this bill will bring about a more efficient extension service. 

Other objections are that the bill leaves many an^angements to 
administrative discretion, and as administrations change within the 
States at election time, continuity of the program could be lost as 
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ne\v State ex(»cu(ivos.eHtiii>iish diffrrciit iniorities. Tlion; uppeurs to l)e 
no roquireinciU for aStutc to coiitiiuic extension work if the executive 
decided not to do so. a • • 

fixtension work wliicli Ix'gau in 1914 witli the Sinit li-Lever Act 13 
an effective cducut ioiml system of pooling tli(» resources of tlie De- 
piirtnient of Ajcrieult urc, thi' Iniul <rraul u!!r\ (Tsil ic^, tlie vniious 
oxperinicntid stations ttnd cotnity govtTiiincuts tlirouj2:li llic local 
extension stuff. It Inis worked w(»ll under tliC cxistiiif^ iict, and I do 
not think removal of the extension service portion of S. 1()12 from the 
hill under discussion today would weaken the RiU'id Conunuuitv 
Development Rovenue-^'luiring Act of 1971. Instead it would [)erni^t 
jri-(»nt(M- cmplnisis on other facets of tlie l)ill in areas of nu'iil develo])- 
uumt in greater need for cliange and assistance tlian the extension 
service. # 

I urge the Congress to pass tlie revenue-sharing legislation and to 
delete the extension service from the hill ^ince it has fun'ctioned ade- 
(piately under tlH» 1914 hill which estahlished the extension service. 
Let us sj)end our rc'sources in areas where attention is sorely need(?d 
ratluM- than in areas which are well e^^tahlished and functioning suc- 
cessfully and which have withstood the test of time. 

To leave th(» Extension Service in this hill makes the hill unacce|)t- 
ahle to manv of the v(»ry rural areas it is designed to liel]); ])assage 
wil/he (liHiciilt, if not im^ossihlts and the numerous o( het; heuefits of 
the hill will he lost to the areas which need them the most. 

I notic(» in* the (*arli(M- discussion here t hat emphasis has heeii placed 
on the fact that ai)i)arently people think the CioNcrnnVcnt would ho 
the only one to really have a say in developing Ute' priorities for the 
State. I want to call attention to the section wliicli makes it very 
clear fhat a Stt^e d(»velopment plan must he develo[)e(l, and that a 
State deA'eloi)ment conimi-sioii must he appointed, I believe lids pro- 
vision, which alrtMidy exists in the hill, answers the ([uestions rajsed 
nhout one man tiaviiig control, I do not l)eliove this hill jH'ovides^or 
one-man control. 1 do m)t think that was the intent of the hill. I think 
the safeguard is alrendy written into the hill. 

Another safeguard in this hill is the section which calls for the 
accounting of the development commission and the Governor to the 
Secretarv of Agriculture. This is also wiitten in here, that they are 
accouiUahle for the way these funds are s])ent. They must make sure 
that tliev meet the ciiteria of the Secretary pf Agriculture. 

Again, I think this is an exeellent safeguard, and a ])()int well taken. 
Another'thing I think in great favor of this hill is this: The fact that 
these re vemu'-sharing funds can he used for matching funds is a strong 
point in its favor. ' 

As 1 stated earlier, in the small community where,! live, the small 
towns in that county do not have a tax hase to raise even the matching 
funcjs^o ol)taii>the' henefits of the existing: programs which arc avail- 
ahle. If thev can use these revenue-sharing funds in that manner it 
will enahle'them to ohtain the henefits that they need in order to 
provide hospital services, sanitary services, ])ul)lie utilities fa(dlities, 
and^|dl of the other |)rograins that they can take advantage of if they 
havcTunds avaihihle. 

I think this whole concept of revenue sharing is 'a unique thing.. 
It should he explored and I hope it will he enacted, We have watched 
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for many years while pro^ains have been developed throuf2:h our 
various ap:encies. These have been effertrive in nart. I believe that if 
they are tied together under the provinions of this bill that nmny of 
those proprrams will be administered under thi.s hill. This will make a 
much more efft^ctive operation for the reci>)ients by having: those tied 
tog:ether where they will know just whore to ^2:0 to fjet mforination 
aftd the i)ro^am they need. 

These are the main, points that I want to make. 

The only other thin^ wouhl be that there is a definite'* desire, I 
believe, on the part of many peo[)ie to diminish control at the 
Federal level and to return the government to the people and to 
encourage the making of decisions by local governments with again 
the participation of the individuals who live in the tovsTis andion the 
farms and in the cities which are so badly in need of help and the 
additional financial rej^ources which this bill [)rovides. 

Senator Allen. Thank^^'you, Senator Leonard. I thiidc your testi- 
mony will certainly be of benefit to the committee and we certainly 
appreciate your coming and giving us the benefit of your vievys. 

How long have you been in the West Virginia Senate? 

Mrs. Leoxaud. I was elected last November and I am serving my 
fiirst term in the Senate. i 

Senator Alije.v. A 4-year term? 

Mrs. Leonauo. Yes, Senator Allen; it is 4 years. 

Senator Allen. And are you on the agriculture committee? 

Mrs. Leonaiio. Yes, I am, because of the rural counties which I 
represent this appointment was given to mc. 

Senator Allen-. Mr. Wax was here. He was the witness who im- 
mediately preceded you and he was speaking in behalf of the agri- 
cultural conservation program, which is now the rural environmcntnl 
assistance j)r()gram, I believe, and he was pointing out that under 
the rural revenue sharing a program such as this ^\ ould not be guaran- 
teed support under this same setup, tliat it would have all the various 
programs contemUng with the State for preference, and for their 
share of the. available monev. What would be your thought about 
that? 

Mrs. IjEonakd. Agahi, as I understand it, these programs (hat are 
developed by this commission must l)e reviewed through the legislature 
and the legislature does have sonuMhiiig to say about their ])ttrticij)a- 
tion in them. 

Senator Allen. Y'-s, but the money would not have to be — these 
programs would not have to be carried out at the local level; that is 
the theory of the legislation, that it falls into the new jnogram, the 
existing agricultural programs. 

Mrs. Leonard. I think the new program that is offered here is 
the one* that we should give a chance for its effectivene.ss, give it 
^very opportunity. 

Senator Allen. I notice that you want to eKce])t out the Extension 
Service. 

Mrs. Leonard. Yes. 

Senator Allen. And I believe the administration has agreed to do 
thatj possibly piaranteeing that it gets as much support as it now 
gets, but possibly ^ot providing for increased support. Are there 
other programs tnat are now bemg carried on that you would also 
like to see saved? 
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Mrs. Leonard. Well, again we are talking about our 4-H programi 
and our home demonstration programs, to be specific. These are 
some of the ones we are particularly interested in, and the fact that 
they are covered so adequately- by existing l(»gislation I would like to- 
suggest that they be left out of this bill and just continued as they are 
under the Smith-Lever Aet, because there is so much else that needs 
to be done, and with this bill talking about aid in the areas of trans- 
portation and industrial development, and investment in educatioa 
and everything, it seems to me that perhaps the funds that are 
available for revenQe sharing should go to those purposes, in line with 
this bill, while the other, which has been operatmg so well since 
1914, should be continued as is. 

Senator Allen. Who decides that,"" then? Would that be- the 
Congress or would that be the various States? 

\lrs. Leonard. Well, it has already been decided by the Congress, 
by the enactment of the Smith-I^ver law, and it is already beinfe 
administered through the Department of Agriculture and through 
the land-grant Universities down to the county level. So, my idea was 
that that structure would remain the sajne; the administration w ould 
remain the same, and separate from 1612. 

Senator AllEn. In other words, you would reserve after, then, the 
Future Farmers and 

Mrs. Leonard. Yes. 

Senator Allen (continued). As a part of the Extension Service? 
Are thev now se[)arate from thc^ Extension Service? 

Mrs. Leonard. I would like any of those existing programs which 
affect the farmers and the Extension, and so forth, to be continued. 

Senator Allen. In othc^r words, all worthwhile programs, then^ 
ought to be continued by the Federal Government or by the State 
after revenue sharing? 

Mrs. Leonard. 'As I miderstand it, it was done with matching 
funds, and we will just continue that. 

Senator Allen. That is the point though: One of the reasons for 
the revenue sharing is that the special revenue sharing, in many 
cases — and I sjx^ak to this generally — in many cases a Ibcal <^ontribu- 
tion is required, and that is imposing a hardship on many local 
governments. 

So, the theory of special revenue sharing, is that it would eliminate 
local contribution and it would go to the State, so there would be no 
programs to match. That would be the trouble, tmder the administra- 
tion's rural revenue-shariiig proposal, because these acti^^ties would be 
tunu^cl over to the local governments and they would carr}" on such 
activities tis they wanted, and the Federal Goveriunent Mould be 
getting out of those particular activities. 

So tiiere would not be anything to nuitch unless the Federal Govern- 
ment went on with additional programs. 

Mrs. Leonard. Yes; but as 1 niiderstand it, the Federal Govern- 
ment would provide the revenue sharing and the funds for these other 
areas outside of the extension, because the things extend so far beyond 
just simpiv the extenstim ))rograms available^ to rural communities. 
That is where I think we need ai^l. And that is ^yhere I am speaking 
again from, my experience as 4)2 years as president of a plantiing 
commission of a local small rural grassroots county whose tax base 
doesn't make it possible for the municipalities to get the money ta 
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put iu a new sewer system, let's say, or to ^et the money for other 
improvements: hospitals, and such things as that. They just simply 
do not have the means of raising funds to provide for their needs. 
And this Ls the area where I would like to think that revenue sharing 
will come in and provide these facilities for the people. 

Senator Allen'. But, the trouble is that revenue sharing comes in 
the main, some 95 to 90 percent from existing i)rograms, so it will not 
be just a bunch of new money dumped over into the hands of the 
States. 

Mrs. Leonard. No; I understand that, because I realize that we do 
have so many programs av^ailable for which financing has already been 
provided through the various agencies; I do understand that. And 
again, so many times the local community can't raise their matching 
funds to take advantage of it, and that is why I would like to see this 
passed, so that tfhey would be able to get that money and iise it for 
matcliing funds if they want to. 

St*nator Allen. The trouble is, though, that once they pass the 
money over to the States, they would stop their own j)rograms calling 
for matching. They cant have their cake and eat it, too. 
Mrs. Leonard. You rnean the State would stoj) it? 
Senator Allen. No; the Federal Government would stop these 
various programs, and the States would be pven the money that is 
now being spent on these programs. That is where some S5 to 9.0 
percent of the monev would come from and there wouldn't be anything 
to match because the Federal Government would be out of business 
in those specific areas, j^)u see. 

So, if the State decided to spend its money for one as[)ec( of rural 
development, there would be less^inoney, then I understand, for other 
aspects. 

Mrs. Leonard. This is where I think the State development com- 
mission is so important. They would be the ones to help establish the 
priorities and where the money should be spent. It is not as though 
one person could pick a pet project, shall wc say, and say, ^^Well, this 
is where the revenjiie-sharing funds arc going to go.*' Again, I heHeve 
there is an ade(piate safeguard there so that we could got into the 
areas that we really need and which would benefit the most by the 
use of these funds. 

Senator Allen. Are there some of the progranu^ here that you feel 
the State should move the money from over to a more desirable 
program, any that you suggest that ^hohld be curtailed or eliminated 
once a program is adopted and is turned over to the States? 
Mrs. Leonakp. No; I am not suggesting that. 
Senator Allen. You want to keep the Extension Service? And I 
do, too. 

^Irs. Leonard. Yes; when anything ha.s stood the test of time the 
way this Extension program has withstood ilie test of time, I think 
it is a* mistake to change it. We have so many other things that we 
need to be worldng on rather than to take the time to change some- 
thittgv which is alreadv worldng well. I would rather a(l(lre^^s ourselves 
to real programs, such as the need for funds in our small communities 
and in our rural areas. ' 

Senator Allen. I note here in a booklet furnished by the White 
House itself, that in the matter of the rural revenue ^Miarin^, aj)prox- 
imately — for the fiscal year 1972 it would prof)ose $962 million would 
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be provided fo/this profjnun throiiglioul tlie countrv, but one way 
they wero ^oin^ to got iWiA $9H2 niillion wan to take $27S inillKm 
from tho Apj)aliichian Kogional Coumiission. You wouldn't be m 
favor of that, woultl vou? " ' 

Mrs. Lkonakd. No; I am not familiar with tho material that you 

have. , r I •* • 

Senator Allkn. It sounds like n lot of monoy, but iV is coming 

from existing progranus, in the main. , r. • . i i 

Mrs. Lkon'\kd. This is what I understood that tlio President had 
suggested, tluit these programs under the general revenue-sharing 
aspect of this program, the money that woidd he c()nd)ine(l under the 
revenue sharing is vour title V regional comnii^-sions, your Appa- ' 
lachian Regional Comml-j^ion, the Ecoi\omic Development Adndn- 
istration, resource cotiservation and development progrnms, the 
Co(>[)erative Agricultural Extension Service, the rural water ancl 
waste (lis|)()sal grants, and with regard to environment your rural 
environmental assistance program, forestry as.si-tance, Great Plains 
agricultural conservation programs, soil hank i)r()grams, and tree 
planting programs, that all of^these are going to he eoml)ined under 

the general revenue sharnig, aixd that hi addition 

Senator Allen. Under special. ^ 
Mrs.MjEONAKD. I have the ''general/-^ 

Senator Allen. The general. There is no strings attached at all. 
Now, this is tlie special we are talking ahout. 

Mrs. IjEoxakd. 1 hnvo the President V message w it h ''general." 

And again, in addition to this, there would he thht inercased fund- 
ing there, tlie money already programed for these woidd he used, 
and in addition, an additional amount of new money: $179 million. 

And when we get down to special 

'Senator Allen. So tliat there would l)e -tliis book liere says: 
$179 million in new funds, but $179 million divided among 50 State? 
would ])c an average of less than $4 million a State, you see. 

vSo, it really wouldn't be a whole lot of ne\y moriey pum])e(l into the 
economy,' aiid es])e( ia]ly M'hen vou then give up tho A])])alachian 
Regional Connnission, and the P^DA to the tuneOf $227 nnllion 

Mrs. JjEonaui). I didn't understand it so niueli as heing given up 
as we are talking about combining them under this net. I realize 

tliat we are talking really ahout the transition and the clianges it is 
going to makcvto hring them in under a new l)iece of legislation; I 
renli/(^ that . . 

Senator Allen. They would not be combined; they would cease to 
perform their fuiu'tion's, and tlie State should select those ])()rtions 
of their programs, that they want to carry on. That would be the size 
of it. 

But it would be your thought that with the (elimination of the 
extension service from the combimition- and 1 feel sure the eliniina- 
tion of the Api)alaehian Regional Conunis.sion— that it would be in 
the best interest of the agrieultural comnuinity and our rural areas 
to give them more eontrol over the projects and j)rograms thuH they 
carrv on in the (leve!oi)nient of their rural areas? 

^^rs. Leonakd. Yes; that is my understanding. And again, fron\ 
.speaking to the ])eo])le in the area where I live and the area wliich L 
rei)reseirt in the State vSenate, I really believe that I am speaking 
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for them in asking tliat tlu* extension service be taken out of this bill, 
& 1012. • 

Senator Allen^, Yes; I think very definit^^ly that is going to he done. 
Now, do you fc^el that with these programs, existing programs folded 
into a new progiam, and all of tliem calling on the State to cairy on 
their work, would then* not he a wild scramble for funds at the hands 
of the various States, and some worthwhile programs might bo 
eliminated? 

Mrs. LEO^^AItD. I think we have more Sr less of a wild scramble 
now where it comes to trying to get the funds from the various 
agencies which provide them under the existing legislation at the pres- 
ent time. I don t see that it would T)e any greater or any worse under 
reveniK* sharinpj. And again, the safeguard is in your development 
conmiission which, as I understand it, is reallv where your decisions 
are going to be made and your priorities are going to be set. Naturally 
every county and town will oe wanting to get their recjuests in. 
Somebody is going to have to make a . decision, and again, not just 
some one person, but this commission which was established just for 
that purpose. 

There is no question but what the requests will be comJug flooding 
in, and indeed they are aircady coming in. Frankly, I think the re- 
quests will be answered faster under this revenue-sharing l)ill than 
under the existing system vvIhtc applications are fded and you liave 
to go through so many difl'erent steps before the actual funds are 
allocated and granted, juid you are ready to go alicad on a givcMi 
project. 

I have had experience with this, and again with the local planning 
commission in the county I live, and I think that AVe will get action 
fmUn- through funds distrihutcd this way than we are by the nresent 
system. 

Senator Allen. It might exnedite it. 

Mrs, Leonard. I really think that it will and I think that the peoj)Io 
will res[)ond to this; and will have a greater voice* at a local.level, be- 
-cause again this is calling for local participation. I think this is very 
important in the planning ])roc(*ss every wruTe. I think, too, wc have 
had the present system building u[) over a long [x^rioci of years ,and 
yet we need to do something different. 

I think we all recognize that we have not through the present system 
solved these needs and met the requirements of county and local 
government. So that I think that it is time now to look at a new ap- 

i)roach and this fs tlie one that has Ix^cn offered. It seems to me that it 
las great nossibilities, and I believe that it will be a great help to the 
areas to which it is directed. 

Senator Allen. Thank you very much. Senator Leonard. We thank 
you for coming and we certainly want to congratulate the people of 
your senatorial district for being so wise as to choose you for thi^r 
otate senator. 

Mrs. Leonard. Thank vou very much. Senator Allen. 
^Senator Allen. We will recess now until 1:S0 p.m. 
<f(Whereupon, at 12:25 o'clock p.m., a recess was taken until 1:30 
o'clock j)»m., this day,) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 

Senator Allen (presiding). . The conmiittee will please come to 
order. Mr, Longmire^ you may proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF RICHARD C. LONGMIRE, VICE PRESIDENT AND 
CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE COORDINATION COMMITTEE, NA- 
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CONSERVATION DISTRICTS, PAULS 
VALLEY, OKLA. 

Mr. LoxGMiUE. Thank vou, Mr. dminnan. 

I am Richard C. Longmire of Pauls Valley, Okla., vice president 
and chairman of the legislative eoordinatioii committee of the National 
Association of (Conservation Districts (XA('D). NACD represents 
over 3,000 individual soil and waU^r conservation and natural resource 
districts, which are subdi\a8ion8 of State government, and their 
associations in the 50 StaU^s, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. 

NACD is o|)posed to the ])assage of S. 1612, the proposed Rural 
Community Development Revenue Sharing Act of 1971. We believe 
tliat such a revenue-sharing program would be at the expense of on- 
going Federal programs wliich are critically im|)ortant to environ- 
mental qualitv and productive capability on the privately-owned 
lands of the N'ation. 

The provisions of S. 1612 would svstematically dismantle several 
major conservation ])rograms of the t'ederal Government which are 
functioning successfully and contributing to the public good. There is 
no assurance that the State governments would use the funds trans- 
ferred from these |)rograms for the parpos(»s that Congress, over the 
vears, has determined for them. All of the priorities laboriously estab- 
lished' to ac( om|)lish kev ])ublic puri)OS(^s and accommodate the con- 
cerns of all citizens and' interests involved would be discarded 

One of the purposes of S. 1612 and other ''special revenue-sharing 
proposals, according to |)ro|)on(»nts, is the rationalization of categoncal 
grant-in-aid programs. Yet many of the |)rograms that S, 1012 would 
discontiiuK^ cannot be characterized as grant-in-aid programs. 

Conservation districts are closely involved in the administration and 
implementation of several of the programs proposed for discontinuance. 
In some cases, such a5 resource conservation and development projects, 
thev an^ [)rincipal s|)onRors. Yet soil and water conservation distncts, 
as welf as other s|)(K-ial subdivisions of State goyc^rninent, are .Sf)e- 
cificially exchuh^d froin [)articipation in phmning for the use of the 
''shared" funds and in setting priorities for their use. ^ 

XACD believes in the i)rinciple of local self government. Ihe 
activities of our member conservation districts are founded and earned 
out in accordance with that |)rinciple. Throughout the Nation, over 
18,000 men and women, who are contributing their time and services, 
are administering the work of the districts. , i tp i i 

Yet we realize that assistance from the States and the l^ederal 
Goveniment is nec(^ssary for success with the tasks of conservation and 
natural n^source development. Experience has prov(»n that a partner- 
sl\ip (^ft'ort among the three levels of government is the most effective 
way to accomplish our conservation objectives. Each of our distncte 
has entered into a memorandum of understanding with the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture as a key element in this partnership 
api)roach. . r ^ i 

In this way, there is a meaningful and effective sharing ot lunds, 
commitment, and effort in achieving wise and sustained use of natural 
resources on the privately owned lands of the nation. 



()v(»r tluvyrurs, XA( ^J) lias workod vigoroiislv for ihv (stablislirnout 
of S(»v(»ral of th(» programs involvod in S. l()J2. Our district oflfioiuls haw 
fought for ad(»quato a|)pro])riations to fund th(»ni. Wc are particularly 
coiicorrKKl about^lu* following sc^ctions of the bill: 

Section 410. This would discontinue funds for the rural environ- 
m(»ntal assistance program \\iii<'h provides cost sharing for soil and 
water conservation measurers that control erosion, |)revent sedimenta- 
tion, improve the water manageinent, enhance fish and wildlife 



designed to aid private landowners in (establishing conservation work 
that not only benefits themselves but also {hv entire public. If funcis 
are not available for these [)urpos(»s the installation of imimrtant soil 
and water-cons(»rving measurers will be delayed or foregone. 

S(»ction 411. This would destroy the Water Bank, a new ])rogi-am 
just enacted by ('ongress which was su])])()rte(l by XA(T) and a 
vari(»ty of cons(»rvati()n organi/.ations. This legislation is the culmina- 
tion of years of ell'ort to find a way to solve the problem of ])rotecting 
prime wat(»rf()wl h^ibitat from draina^^e. It ])r()te(1s the interests of 
landowners as well as those of the i)ubliv. Expenditure of funds for the 
im|>lementati()n of this act, a])i)r()ve(l by Congress and the President, 
is ev(»n now being h(»l(l u]) because of' this section in this ])r()])()sed 
legislation. ReJ(»as(» of th(»se funds, and the sp(»(»(ly im])l(»nientation of 
this ])rogram, as cnll(»d for by ■( 'ongrc^ss, are essential. 

Section 412. 'I'his s(»<Jfion would terminate a varieiy of critical 
prograrus of assistance by tin* l\S. Fon^st Service to owners of fon^st 
land. The timinc;. of such a i)r()])osal could not l)e worse*. Currently 
pending in ( \>ngr(»ss is h^gislation, ai)proved by the House Committee 
on Agriculture, to amcMid and (».\i)and some of the authorizations feu- 
work that would be abolished by this section. NACI) su])])orts those 
amendments and has t(»stifi(»d in th(»ir b(»half. In addition, there is 
currently underway a nationwide* (effort, called -Trees for Peo])le/' 
that is directcMl tow ard an accelerat(»d ])r()gram of assistance in dcvelo])- 
ing the ])rivate, nonindustrial fon^t lands of the country. S(»ction 412 
would ludp sabotage this c^fTort whicli has \yides])rea(rsupport from 
NACI) and other conservation and forestry organizations. ^ 
Section 414, This would terminate the'dreat Plains conservation 
I)rogram which has ju.^t recently hvoii ext(»nd(»d by (\)ngress for 
anoth(»r 10 years. This is one of the most, innovativ(» |)rograms in the 
history of American cons(Tvation and American jjgrieult ure. The use 
of loufr term contracts t>() insur(» a])plication Of conservation practices 
in this area of higii erosion and climatic hazard has-been so successful 
that the same principle is being c()nsid(»red as the basis for other land 
tiTHtnuMit i)r()grams and for oihcv regions of the country. Cons(»rvation 
districts are intinmtely involved in t he adiuiniistration of this ])rogram, 
and we strongly object to its ])ro])osed discontinuance. - 

Section 415. XA(T) is ecpndly concerned about this s(»ction wbieh 
woidd abolish the Nation's resource conservation and d(*velo])m(Mit 
projects. Here is another innovative and highly successful ])rof?rani, 
one w hich has been ])rogressively supjXH'ted at luglier and ingbcrh* vols 
of ap])roj)riaf ions by the (\)ngr(>ss. XACI) f(>e]s tiiat such ])r6j(»cts 
might in themselves serve as an ideal model for fuiidamental resource 
asj)eets of nn-nl devcloi/tlient. They tie together res()urce develojHUent 
and social and economic ])r()gr(»ss. Tli(»y* provi(l(» for coordination of 
Federal, State, and local resources. They provide jobs. N'ACD is 




nnuuigement. These funds are 
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proud that coiisorvHtioii districts arc tbo principal si)()ns()rs of every 
])rojcct of this kind in the Nation. 

There are other sections of this proi)()se(l le^ishition to wliich we 
obj<'ot also, such as those ending FIIA water and sewer grants, Ex- 
tension Service programs in the field of conservatio!^ the conservation 
provisions of the A])palu<*hian Regioiuil Development Act, and othcfrs. 

Although the proponents of this legislation argue that State govern-' 
meats would not necessarily abandon the khuls of work being ojirj;fied 
on under each of these programs, there is no guarantee that they 
would not indQcd, do just that. The State i)hnining bodies would have 
no representation from the local govennnents most experienced in 
natural resource develo])ment. There would be no consistency from 
State to State in conservation work that is distinctly regipnal in 
nature, such as the Great Plains conservation program. The cflTicicnt 
system of regulations and administrative amingeincnts (U»\Tlopcd by 
the Federal Govcniment to protect the use of public funds and assure 
that they are spent in accordance with scientific consSrvation principles 
would be lost. , 

In our opinion, ^S. 1012 could result in the destruction of many ot 
the Nation's most respected conservation and environmental improve- 
ment ])rograms. We urge your committee to reject it. 

Thank you for this opportunity to present our views. 

vSenator Allen. Thank you, Mr. Longmire. We ai)i)reciate your 
testimony and we a])preciate your going to the trouble to come before 
this committee and giving us' theH)enefit of your views. 

Mr. Longmire, do you know of any great (U;numd by the public or 
from the rural connnunitv for legislation of this sort? 

Mr. Longmire. I really don't Mr. ('hainnan; I am a farmer 
myself, and 1 associate With a lot of farmer's organizations and farm 
people, and frankly I haven't seen anyone ni the farm conununity 
that is in favor of re\-cmie sharin^^ of this type. 

vSenator Allen. It is liot a i)rogi-am that had its origin witli a 
public demand to reform the agricultural r.nd rui:al programs of the 
Federal Government; is it? 

Mt. Lonomihe. It surelv isn't. , i • i 

Senator Allen. Those |)rograms in which yon and tJie .Nationa 
Association of ('onscTvation Districts are interested, m cfi'ect, would 
be wiped out or folded into the revenue-sharing programs Is there 
any danger that^thev will l^e carried on uiulcr State controls. 

Mr. LoNGMiKE. Franklv, I don't think there is. I t uuk ther^ 
would nossibly be som(» of the programs, but 1 think there wont 
be nearlv as much monev nvailabh*. i 

And we have seen something recenfty in i^iV s,tate. Ion know tliat 
Congress appropriattul mo^' nionev to the Departnu'iU of Agriculture 
and lh(» Soil C^onsgrvation Service this year to (^Npand sonu' of th(>S(» ou- 
o-oing programs, anTTthere has been a free/e of some of these funds and 
we are not getting anv more "than we have in the past. But at the 
same time, just 2 or 3 weeks ago tliere wen* several million dollars 
sent down to my State for uneinplovment relief and the riu-al com- 
inunity got little of it; it mostly went to the larger mumcipahtios and 
cities 

So, I am afraid that agriculture has got to be left holding Xhc sack. 
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Soiintor iftLE.v. Would not S. 1612 roquiro the various States to' 
enact ttir-roaching new |)ro^ams to, take u]) the slack caused by the 
Federal (iovernnient ^ettin^ out of these fields?, 

Mr. LoNUMiuE. Well^ we would hav^j to have some kind of or^aniza- ^ 
tioii or hiireuucratie setuj). ' " ' l ' . 

Senator A M>EN. Are there j)rograins in (lie variousStates that would 
''permit the States to carry on in these general ar(}^s of rural develop- « 
inent proj^ranls? * . i . 

Mr, LoNGMiuE. I don't think there are in my State; I eanH say for , 
all of -them, but in my State there are not. 

Senator At.len. So, it would take a vast new revam])ing of State 
law-.? 

Mr. LoxxJMiRE. It eert*aii4>' would. * 

Senator Aj.len. N'ow, the various j)rograms now in existence would - 
be folded into th(j new prp^'auis. Would there not then be a scramble 
for these funds at the wState level? '» ' 

Mr. LoxGMiuE. There sure would. 

Senator Allen. Resulting oossibly in nmny otlier programs now 
being -<'arried on being dropj)e(| at the State .lev<?l? ' . 

Sir. LoNCiMniE. Right. " ^ ^ ^ 

SeuAtor Allen. N(>\\\ do you care to make any recommendations 
a.< t(»- what isyour jutlgment as to the i)rograms that should be droppwl 
at the State level, if any'? 

Mr. LoNGMinE. 1 don't tlynk any should be. dropped. ^Of courjjC tlie 
ones that we are really interested in and the ones that 1 s|)eciwd in 
my tes^timony, we think ought to be strengthem^l. We think the , 
Department of Agriculture .-hould be strengthened; ^ye don't . (hink 
it .^iliould be reduced to a secondary position in the Cabinet. Agricultui'(^ 
in one of the things "that has binlt this great Nation ()f oiirs to where it . 
is and I would hate to see it relei^ated to a second-clask word ip our 
vorubitlarv the way some people would like £or it t(> be. 

vSonator Allen. If S. 1612 is enacted, it would re([uire a major cut- 
back in U.S. Soil Conservation Service personnel, would it not,. in y<>ur .^'.^^ 
judgiiient? Tluit is: if the States do not choose to carry on the pro->^^^ 
gratMr> at tlie pres^>nt lev^l, wouKl it not c4U for a big eutback? 

Mr. LoNGMiRE. It woukl. call for a big cutnack. I presuuic that these 
finuls, revenue-sharing funds, will ej)me down with A-95 stainped on . 
tbem, w(m't they? They will.p) throiigh the. State i)ianning agency. 

» Senator Allen. That will be determined by the "various JSt^^tes in- 
v^olved, as' to how they s})en(l it. ; 

Mr. LoNGMiuE^ I am fearful that iijl of oxn agricultural programs 
will he cuf back, not only the Soil CQnservation Service-, but many of 
the others. - . \ - ^ 

vSc^qiitor.ALL^'! What would beconte of tbe various U.S. Govern- * 
uiVnt employees now associated with these varioui: -programs? \ ^ ^ 

•Mr. LoNGMiKE. Th^y would be uneml^loyed, I |bresume. * 

vSenator AlleV. I drtn't sM|)pose t^iere^is any great demand byvthe 
departments involved to s^?l b. 1612 enacted, then, is. there?, ^ 

Mr. LoxGMiRE. I wouldn t think so' \ ^ • 

Senator AllbH^. Well, the States,' then, <!ou]d-elirainate «iieh pro- 
grams as they wanted to and cotdd strengtll^ soiS^^^nd drop others, ' 
and there would be ijo assurance that anv o£ these/^jograms would be' 
under control at the State, le>^ is tbereV - ^ / i • . ^ 
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Mr. LoNOMHtE. The way we see it there would not be any assurance. 
' Senator Allen/ Do you feel that S. 1612 is m>the best interest of 
the farmer and ttje rutal conununity? 

Mr. LoNOMiKE. I Jefinitely think it is not. 

Sei\at()r Allek. I^n^t there a great demand for money, for funds at 
the,State l(»vcl now, and would then* be a likelihood or a possibility 
that funds now channeled into the States in lieu of the present gov- 
ernment })rograms would bemused to take u]) some of the slack in the 
existing programs tliat the States have, ratheE than carrying on these 
programs of the Federal Government? 

Mr. Long MI RE. I don^t know whether there would be or not. The 
l)e()ple in agriculture are so in the minority today that I am afraid 
that we are going to have to look to the J^ederal Government to 
])r()tect our industry through the States. 

Senator Allen. Yes, but the point 1 was suggesting was that this 
money be channeled through the States, that ihstead.of carrying out 
the existing programs in some way, fulfilling those needs, that money 
might be s])ent in ])rograms that the State already have that are not 
related to tliese programs. 

Mr. LoNOMiHE. I think you are right, sir. 

Senator Allen. Do you have any suggestions as to how conserva- 
tion programs and conservation ])ers()imel might be utilized to improve 
and 'strength en rural development ofFdrts? 

Mr. LoNOMiRE. 1 have some very-definite ideas. I think that con- 
^jein^ation of our natural resoun^es and our small watershed develop- 
ment is rural (h^elopment. This creates water supplies, municipal 
wtijter suj)plies, and ])rotects no<^ onlj^ rural but urnan areas from 
flooding, and it gix^ us what we think in our State is one of the 
great^^st things there is for rural develo])ment: recreation. We think 
\ye are improving and maintaining our rtivironment day by day by 
conservation methods. We don't know whether ,we want a facrtory' 
out there or not, but we'^know watershed projects create .jobs, and 
that the conservation of our natural resources creates jobs. We are 
proud of our grass and our trees and we doiVx want to destroy th<»m; 
we want to conserve them and use them. 

Senator Al^.en. There would be no jiJisurance, then, that the States 
would carry oh the important conservation ])r()grams? 

Mr. LoNOMiRE.^ I think most of the States would, but what type I 
don^t know. And we are real happy with the oiies we have now. 

Senator Allen. So it is your thought: why give up a tried and true 
])rogrnm, a ])roven program for a chance to ])articipate in such a pro- 
gram at the vStatf^ level? 

Mr,, LoNOMiKE. That is right, sir. 

Sc^nator Allen. Who seems to be pushing this proposed legislation? 
We are trying to find out. 

Mr. LoNGMiRE. Well, frankly, I haven't talked to anyone that has — 
of course, it has been mainly people in the field of conservation and 
agriculture thai I have talked to. I haven't talked to anyone that has 
really favored it. So, frankly I can't answer your question. ^ 

Senator Ailen. Yotl don't know of any people who are backing it 
in thi? agricultural community? 

Mr. LoNOMiRE. No.' 
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Senator Allen. And I/,b('liovo you suiU you did not favor doiitj^- 
away with the Departinont of Agricultiiro as a Cabinet position and 
morging it into some sort of Govornmont awganization? 
Lo^^GMiRE. No, sir; I am definitely oj)poso(l to it. 

Senatot- Allen. That would be a further judication of downjrradin^ 
agriculture in our rural areas; would it not? 

Mr. LoNGMiRE. That is right, sir. • 

"Senator Allen. Thank you very inuch, Mr. Longniire. Yoli w cvo a 
splendid witness. 

Mr. LoNGMiRE, Thank you. ; 
' Senator Allen. Mr. Pomeroy, please.- 

We are delighted to have you here before 'the committee and w(f" 
look forward to hearing your testinu)ny. ^ 

' STATEMENT OF KENNETH B. POMEROY, CHIEP FORESTER, 
AMERICAN FORESTRY ASSOCIATION 

Mr. Pomeroy. Mr. Chairman, I am Kenneth B. Pomeroy, chief of 
forestry of the American Forestry Association. 

The Rural Community Development Revenue Sharing Act of 1971 
has a worthy purpose in that it seeks to improve the quality of rural 
life. But the methods proposed are not desirahTe, Therefore, the 
American Forestry Association recommends that this ])roj)osal not he 
enacted. 

The hill recognizes the need for forestry and tree plnntinj; assist- 
ance, forest pest control, cooperative forest management, (/rent Plains 
conservation, resource conservation and devcloj)ment, rural environ- 
mental assistance, and related natural resource programs. Yet S. H)]2 
terminates Federal supervision over these vital |)rograms mihI leaves 
it to the States and territories to decide which progranis tli(\v nnIsIi to 
emphasize. 

In effect, S. 1612 sul)stitutes 53 diflerent comhimitions of local 
priorities for one set of recognized national goals. It i>^ a ticket to 
confusion and disaster. 

As an example of w hat can happen, j)lease consider the c\p(frien(*(^ 
of U)cal communities during the great fires in Maine in 1947. lOnch 
town operated as an independent \mit. While one town const rucled 
lines to control the firas", another town si^t backfires which wi|)ed out 
the achievements of its neighbor. The Governor liivkcu^l authority to 
coordinate their efforts. 

So it will he with other natural n^source ])rograms if administration 
through a central agency is ehmimited. The constructive efforts of 
some States will he offset by diverse interests of other .States. ^ 

Th(^ authors of S. 1012 htivo recognized this |)roblem with res[)(H't 
to the ExtcMision Service. Section 2()2{3)(e) recpdrcs each State to 
continue to carry out a ])rogra!n of agricultural extension comparable 
in size and type to the present ])rograni. Does this provision im])ly that 
the Extension Service is weaker than other })r()grams? Or does it uyi'wiX 
it is more important than other programs? If such a j)rovision i.s needed 
to maintain Extension work, then w hy not api)ly the same require- 
ment to each of the other prograins? 

Tlie lOTangement proposed in S. 1612 is a poor substitute /or the 
. present system in which the Appro[)riatro!is Conuuittees of the *Con- 
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gress annually weigh the relative merits and needs of each program 
with respect to national goals and priorities. 

It isj;^tn mended that S. 1612 not be enacted. 

Mr. -Chairman, may I siipplement^his statement with a review ot 
eoo])erative forest fire ])rotection? 

Senator Allen'. Yes; we would be delighted to hear from you. 

Proceed. ^ , f i 

Mr. PoMEROY. Some States enacted fire laws, soon after the Ueela- 
ration of Independence, but these laws were ineffective because the 
States lacked means of enforcement. This situation came to a climax 
in 1875, when some 1,500 people lost their lives in the gre^t Peshtigo, 
fire in Wisconsin. 

In 1875 the American Foresty Association was organized to see 
what could be done. Its earliest recommejidations were for the fttderal 
Government to set an example bv creating forest reserves ouf'of the 
knd still in public o\\'nership. This led to the establishment of the 
national forests. 

In 1911 Federal cooperation with States in foresty matters became 
possible through the Weeks Act. This i)rograin was strengthened in. 
the Clarke-McNary Act of 1924, but all States did not enter into the 
cooperative forest fire protection program, and Still until the 1960 s, 
and quite a few counties in Florida, North Carolina, Ohio, Ill^iois, 
Missouri, and Arkansas still do not participate. 

What do you think the result M ill be if the entire program is thrown 
back to the States? ^ 

Thank vou, sir.' 

Senator Allen. Thank you, Mr. Pomer'oy. , • i • 

You recommend, then, that this rural revenue-sharing legislation 
as pro[)Ose(l by the administration not be enacted? 

Mr. PoMEROY. Yes, sir. , Nf\ a . ' i • 

Senator Allen'. It is your feeling, I iyr«me, that if the various 
programs now in existence are eUminated or%1de(l into the revenue- 
sharing ])rogi*ams, that some States might %ry ^ forestry pro- 
gram, and others might carry on such a program, and that it would 
be in a State of chaos as far as the various State programs are con- 
cerned? 

Mr. PoMEROY. Thaf^is our view. i • • 

Senator Allen. Now, this re\)erme-sharing i)rogram of the admmis- 
tration would allow the States tio \ick and choose as to the ])fOgrams 
, that thev wi^h to have and the mlithod that they wish to have to 
iin])lemeiU those programs a^nd in some States they miglvt not have 
anv i)rograni at and other States might have one aspect of the 
foresfrv })rogram, and not have another aspect, so that you would 
not know in one State what the situation was in another State. 

Mr. PoMEROY, That is true. It is our feeling that the local people 
would be mhch more suscei)tible to pressure'than.a gentleman of your 
stature in the National Ca])ital. 

Senator Allen. If all of the i)rograms, existhig ])rograms, were 
folded into the new program, would there not be a wild scramble tor 
funds on the part of the various beneficiaries of the various inograms.^ 

Mr. PoMEROY. There most certainly would and also I think you 
would be assured that the uumediate short-range results would 
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an(l thLs typo of thing. It \Vo\il(l bn tho natural wav for pvoph to voiwt. 

Senator Allen. Do yo\i think it is wise for tho l»'o(ionil Govorninoiit 
to abandon tho programs vvhioli have been foiiiui to be sound and a 
benefit to the people of the country, and turn the nmnagenient and 
decision as to these programs over ito 50 States, and possiblv some of 
the territories? 

Mr. Po>fEROY. We think that these programs have^been ])roveii 
over the years, over a nuinber of decades, and it would be a step 
backward. 

Senator Allen. Does anybody in the American Forestry Associa- 
tion feel that S. 1612 is for the benefit of the forestrv industry? 

Mr. PoMEROY. We have 83,000 members and wo Inive not received 
one letter in su|)port of thLs- proposal from among our members. 

Senator Ali,en. This proposal, then, does not come from the 
grassroots; does it? 

Mr. PoMEuoY. No. 

Senator Allen. From rural America? 

Mr. PoMEuoY. We don't think so. 

Senator Allen. Do you see where the rural comjnunitv will 
benefit by this program as proposed by the administration, 

Mr, PbMEKOV. Well, I am always a'litth* hesitant to make a broad, 
sweeping statement, because there are local things that vou need, but 
• there ar(> long-range things that you need, 1oo, nnd we just don't 
think it would he a good idea to have every State trying to decide its 
own future, when you have got a national goal that ou'ght to be vie\\ ('d. 

Let me take you bacl^ a little bit to sonie things we saw in England 
on a recent visit over there. I just came back last week. Th(^ British 
have been f)lan(ing white oak for centuries in order to supi)ort their 
Navy. It is a natural thing for the* British to do and thev are a big 
naval power. But, in repeating ])lanting of white oak they have fallen 
I into some of the problems that you have when you concentrate on a 
single thing: they have developed a rot that ruiris all their white oak. 

So now they are getting rid of Mhite oiik in order to plant conifers 
and they are using conifers from the United States. 

Now, if we had each State trying: to foH6\\ its own future, wouUbi't 
have som^' of this soft bf thing? We think you need-a broad central 
program to ])iish tliese through. ^ 

Senator Allen. Now, if these j)rograms are folded into the new 
program, an^ the money withdrawn from them and ]nit over into a \ 
fund to go to the States as ])art of a s])ecial revenue-sharing ])rogran), 
is it not possible that, say,^2r) States would carry on a rural enyinin- 
mcntal assistance program, some 20 Staters might carry on a water 
'bank progr tun, 15 States might carry on a forcsty i)rogram, and in 
the States where these ])rograms were not carrieVl on, would tlu^re 
not then be a hue and cry among the ])eo])le to go back as toJJiDse 
specific programs to a Federal program to meet those needs? 

Mr. PoMEROY. I think there would be. 

vSenator Allen. And wouldn't we then liave to go through this 
very saine thing of our setting up thes(^ Federal programs anew? 

Mr. PoMEROY. I am glad that you mentioned the Vater bank 
program" ])articuhirly, because streams run through several States 
sometimes. . , 
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Senator Allex. Yos; that is true. 

Mr. PoMEiioY. Aiul you can't have one State with otie pro^n-ain 
and another State with^i (hfTerent ])roj2:rain; it won't work. 

Senator Allen. The present i)rograiHs are of henefit to the p(»opU'; 
are thev not? 

Mr. iPoMKrtoY. Tht»v eertainly are. 

Senator Allen. If the work of these i)rop'anis Ls not earned on 
by all of the States, will the people insist that the Federal Government 
retake them? 

Mr. PoMEiioY. T should think so. ' • i • i 

Senator' Allen. Leaving the Fe(UTal Government with its subsidy 
program for rural development and still being ealled upon to histitute 
jjrograms to take u|) the slaek in those areas where the States have 
notj^Gone forward with he ])rogranis? 

Mr. PoMEUOY. Thev would have to recapture a lot of lost ground. 

Senator Allen. Yes; so, there is a whole lot of room for considerable 
chaos here in going along \vith the 1612; is that your thought? 

Mr. PoMEUOt. Yes. sir. 

Senator Allen. Thank you very nmch. J 

Mr. PoMEKOY. Thank you, sh*. ^ 

Senator Allen. Mr. Scott Wallinger, ^ease. 

Mr. Walhnger, you may proceed. 

STATEMENT OF R, SCOTT WALLINGER, FOREST FAHMERS ASSOCIA- 
TION, CHARLESTON, S.C.; ALSO REPRESENTING THE SOUTH 
CAROLINA FORESTRY STUDY COMMITTEE 

Mr. Wallinger. Mr. Chairman, my name is R. Scott Wallinger, 
and I am a])])earing as a representative of th(» Forest Farmers Asso- 
ciation. With the committee's permission, I would like to i)resent our 
assoriation\s views on S. 1612, a bill to estahlish a revenue-sharing 
program for rural development. 

And with your pernussion, sir, T would like to iiiject a few extem- 
poraneous comments derived from some of the discussion that has 
idready taken i)lace. 

Senator Allen. We would he glad to hear you. 

Mr. Wallinoeh. Mv own companv, West\aco Corp., fonu(»rly 
known as the West Vu'ginia Pulp & Piipcr Co., is a member of 
Forest Farmers Associntion. However, the majority of our orgariza- 
tion's m(»mbers are small- to medium-size tiniberland owners in 15 
Southern States. 

I am-also authorized to speak for the South CaroUna Forestry Study 
Committee an official State body charged with th(» responsibility for 
continuing study of the requirements for fuller develoi)ment of South 
CaroUna\s forest lesources. 

In mv testimonv I will refer to the southern forest resources aJ)*}l.v- 
sis, w-hich w^as Cosponsored by the Forest Farmers Association. This 
analvsis resulted in the report, 'The South's Third Forest,*' which 1 
believe various members of the committee are famihar with. ^ 

As the third forest report indicates, over 70 percent of the South s 
forest area— 143 miUion acres out of a total of 200 million acres total- 
is owned by private nonindustrial owTiers. These are the small land- 
owners we hear so much about. 
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From tlio it is evident (liat n Vi^vy Inrgc portion of the 

tiinl)er to hv \)rodnc('([ in the Soiitli for many years to come must be 
grown on tliese small aereatjes. Tlie third forest report also estimates 
that tlie South, alon<', must produce 2.3 thues more wood by the^year 
20()0 to meet its share of tlx; Nat ion ^s antiei[)jUed needs. , 

So it follows lo^Menlly tliat Forest Farmers Association favots rfiral 
(ievel()])ment, in principle. We l)eli<'ve, furtlier, tliat a most important 
cornerstone of any soundly conceived rural development in the South 
is our forest resource. Our f(>rests [)rovide vitally irn[)ortant raw luate- 
rials for rural-l)ased forest harvesting; and |)rocessinti: industries, and 
tlie jol).s whiih are a major source of income for our rural residents. 

In our opinion, jol) opportunities aie tlie niost important factor in 
any soutul rural development projri'J^n. With row-crop atrriculture of- 
ferinpr liitle inducement to liold young people on the latui, oi to suj)- 
port older residents at a reiisonal)le level, fuller development of our 
forest resources offers ()ne of the few, and perhaps the l)est oi)por- 
tunity oil which to build a viable rurnl development program. 

Yet, S. U>12 could actually work against fidlcr forest development. 
It would take tlie nu)nev from our key co(>j)erative ])rograms sucli 
as fire control f('larke-McXary-2)., cooperative forest numagement 
program (CFM;, and cooperative forest 4iur.sery [)rogram ((Marke- 
McXnry-4) and put them in a common pot to compete for funds with 
short-term items of low deferability. It do(;s not take infinite wisdom^ 
to antici[)ate the fat(» of our long-term resource programs. 

Tlus is a [)oint that 1 would like to emphasize because it is certainly 
fundamental to our position. We fully recognize* the value of our local 
fi'scal controls and respon.sibilities but our foresty programs are long 
term and they arc natiomd in .scope. We tliinkMn tenns of decades in 
forestry. Even significant nrognvss in forestry nuiy be invisible to 
local citizens becau.se it takes |)lace over a period of time, and we 
are keenly aware of the pressures that are [)lac(»d on our local legisla- 
ture and ofhcials to produce tangible short-term gains in social im- 
provements. And we f(Md that long-t(Tm investment in forestry pro- 
grams would suffer from the .scramble for funds that you have men- 
tioned t-o produ<*e a tangible short-term result. 

For example: what local elect-ed public official could withstand the 
pressures for additional funds for edu{'alion, law enforceilicnt, health 
care, et cetera, versus funds for forest, production and deveh)i)ment ? 
We believe very few. On the other hand, uj)ward of If) percent of 
the total J)u(lget of th(^ South (^irolina C^oimnis.sion of Forestry is 
derived froin FedcM'al cooj)erativ(* nuitchinp funds. A potential cut 
of this magnftiide would be disastious, particularly since most of this 
would be in firiP protection funds. 

How is thccXation to provide the himber for the 20 million new 
and renovat(»(IVy)mes wdiicb the, Oovernment [)re(licts will be needed 
in the uvxt lO^years, if our forests are allowed to burn up? The third 
forest rei)orl Miows that 30 T!iillion tu-rcs of forest land tnust be 
])lantcd in the next If) years to meet year 2000 needs. How can that 
be done with less money? 

And I might injc^ct here that we have mentioned the concept that 
various States, de[)ending on their local interests, mightj) establish 
local pri()riti(»s. Yet, whether or not forestry progress continues in 
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South Carolina is a funriion of what the State of South Cai:oliim de- 
ciles is ilecessary, which has a treinomlous bearing on the ])eople who 
want new homes in New York Chy or San Franeisro or elsewhere, 
and I don't think that we can' afford to have national goals of this 
magnitude jeopardii^jnl by whether or not a loeal agency deei^les to 
continue a i)r()grani at an existing level or (i(»ei(les to cut it buek in 
favor of a short-term need. 

The Soi^tliern forest resource analysis shojvs that our southern 
forests urgently need vastly grealar developuient and gnMiter— not 
less — i)rotection. Congress recently recognized this by voting addi- 
tional funds for cooperative forest fire control (CM-2). Now we are 
considering a bill wshich would ahnost certainly take a portion of these 
funds away. 

Another point of uuijor concern to the Fon^st Fiirnu»rs A.-soeintion 
is the system of j lloeiUion for funds j)ropose(l in S. 1012. A prineipid 
criterion is pojxdi,' tion d(»usity, witiiout r.uy ( onsidcnition to tlu» h)- 
catio!! of our forest res()urce^. Such ii system would almost c.(Ttniuly 
invite disaster. One exam])le should sufhce. Los Ang(4es County, 
Calif., would fare ])oorly in the distribution of fmuls becaUs(» of its 
high j)opulation density, yet I scarcely iu»ed to uuMition tlu* terrific 
forest fire j)r()bl(»m euc(>unl(»red ther(». 

Similar diffi(Mdties (ould be anticij)at(»(i throughout the country, 
if S. Kn 2 wen* enacted. 

Fmuls for d(»veloj)ment (>f our natural resources sin^ply do not 
beh)ng in a nunisure such as this. Although 1 have stressed the forestry 
it(*ms, nuiny of th(»se sauu* p(uuts would apply as the m(»asure treats 
tlu* Soil C<»ns{»r\ islion Service, Extension Service^, ct cetera. 

The For<>st Farmers Associi^tion strongly fjj.vor:. co(i])(»rctiv(» un».tch- 
ing fmul programs versus outright irnj.nts by tlu^Fe(l(»ral CiovcTument. 
The Federal share could b(» grently iucreas(ul to, j)erhi).ps, a 90 p(»rc(Ma 
Federal-lO percent State basis, if this is f(»lt d(»sirabl(». W(» strongly, 
how(»V(»r. that the gov(*rnmciital b xly >p(Muling the nu)ney should hav(» 
sonu* r(»s])onsibirtty for raising a portion of th^ funds. 

The conunittee's considerif.tion to these vi(»ws pr(»s(»nted on lu^hidf 
of the Fon^st FarpuM-s Association is invited lUid ^vill b(» j».])pn»ciatcd. 

Thank you for your court(»sy in lu'aring nu*. 

Scmitor Allkn". Thank you, Mr. Wallinger. W(» api)reciute your 
coming lu^fore the committ(T and giving us the benefit of your views 
and tlie Fon^st Farmers Association. 

I notice y(Ai say that we are going to have to have an additional 
30 million acres of forcst.huul if w(» are to meet th(» y(»ar 2000 n<M'ds. 
and thos(> acn^s will hav(» to be ])lant(»(l in th(» next to years. 
" When* do you think they are going t(» (;ome fnan? 

Mr. WAU/rN'(rEH. Tbis 'Xi) million acn^s is d(»rive(l from the "Soulli's 
Third Forest/' ami it is based on llu* i',n»a in the If). Southern Stat(»s 
that is uow either cofnplet(»ly unj)n)ductive. cutover land, or unj)ro- 
ductive forcslhmd, and so forth hmd ^that is very poorly stocked. 
And atlditional im])n)vem(>nts can be p/odueed tlu'ough timber statul 
impn)v<»nu'nts, and we an* talking about a ])nygram to meet tlie year 
2t)00 levels that would have to be fuiuh^l fnun all sources at approxi- 
mately $100 million a year. 
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Wo have (IctcnuiiUKl ill South Carolina alone that our f)rognim 
sh(.\il(l opcnito vX a level of $5 million a year to bo invested in timber 
stand improvoniont and tree ])h».ntinp: and alLof this is, of course, a 
rural activity. -Currently in South Crrolina we are petting): in the neigh- 
borhood of $285,000 a vear from ACP funds, now the REAP program. 
But, tiiis conu^s very close to 5- or O-percent figure that was men- 
tioned by one of tfie witnesses earlier this morning in terms of the 
level of participation. 

And we are well awan^ that landowners are meeting mortga.ge 
paymoTits and trying to pay for their car and jz:et their kids through 
school, and don't have the money to invest in the programs that luive 
20- and 30-vear retirements. 

Senator Allen. Those 30,million acres are in 15 Southern States? 

Mr. Wallinger. Tliat is correct, sir. That was the biusis for the 
Southern Forest Kcsource Analysis, which was a combined study of 
tiie southern resources. Of course, we are projecting thai by the year 
2000 the vSouth will be producing well over one-half of the Nation's 
wood re(piirements, and close to two-thirds. 

Senator Allex. What about these strip mines? Is there any 
possibilitv of having forests planted there? 

Nfr. \\alliN(;ek. Yes, there is. In fact, there are programs already 
underway iu^ the areas where there are strip reclamation projects 
and tiiis is an activity that should be expanded. It has a heavy cost, 
but a lot of research has been done, and I thiidc the TVA has been 
very iustruniental in developing the techniques, the technologv of 
strij) mi;ie reclamation.'. And a lot of what they have learned will be 
implemented witb.projjcr funding. 

Senator Allen, The present Federal ])rograms, are they adequate 
to serve the needs 7of .tli(%le\'eloprne^ our forests over the years, 
in vour judgnveiiU? ■■• i^^^ 

Sir. WALLrxOEa. We feel that Jhey^ have been very h.elpful, but 
we feel th^t"?fhey are far from adequate for- what is nece.ssarv to do 
tile j()b..f/ 

SemitoT Allen. Ho\V do you think you would fare under strictly 
State ii|)[)ro])riations if Uiese funds were folded back into this rur^l 
revenue-sharing program? 

Mr. Wallingeu. Senator Allen, I am not optimistic at all as to 
liow we would fare. I think wo would be lucky to maintain the status 
quo on portions, much less than to continue to advance. We have been 
nuiking steady progress in recent years t)irough,tlie CFM fund tbat 
Mr. Pomeroy lias mentioned, and these other program.^ that have been 
a great stimidus. And-we feeLthat the great need now is the matching 
ty})e of funds- tp s!q)port directly the agencies in the Slate that hav(^ 



the landowners to lielp them get their land into^)ro(luction. 

There are mojiiy landowners who would develop their land if they 
had the financial resources^ b.ut a man working for wages just doesuH 
have the money to tie up. 

J>efuitor Al^^ien. There would be no further matching of these 
funds ^pumped back into the wStates on the revenue-sharing basis, 
would there? That is 100-percent sharing, and there would be no 
further matching of that, the State taking that money and asking 
for matching, would there? * r 
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Mr. Wallixgeu. Xo; thore wouUliv't ho. 

Senator Allen. So you would |)ro.fer, then, a sure, tried and proven 
i)ro<rnini thnt, while riot altogether adec^uato now, gives ])romisG of 
beeomhig ade(iuate, rather than to partiei|)ate in a seramble for these 
fundh if turned haek to the States? 

Mr. Wallinoer. Yes, sir; that is our position. 

Senator Allen. Now, have you heard of any segment of the 
agrieultural or the rural eomnuinity advoeating S. 1012 or stating 
that they would fare l)Otter under S. 1612? 

Mr. Waluxokh. No, sir;vl haven't eorne contact with anyone 
who would he Mfinnative on either of those |)oirits. 

Senator Alle.v. Do you feel that thiis is a grassroots rtioveuient to 
|)aN.s thi^ legislation, or\loes it come merely from the administration? 

Mr. Walungeu. This is something we feel that has come down from 
the top. The position of these |)eople that I have been in touch with 
has j)een one<t)f reaction to something which has occurred, rather than 
^ any effort to create a [)rogram of this ty|)e. 

<^ Senator Allen. Js this revenue |)rogram,* revenue-sharing program 
ior rural (lcvelo|)ment -if enacted, is it not likely that the States would 
Uiiul each one of these |)rograms that the Federal Governnieut has? 
Some would he doubled or tripled, and son/e would be eUminated 
altogether; wouldn't that b^ your thought? 
\lr. Wallinoeu. I think so. 

SenaU)r Allen. Now, as to those |)rograms which were eliminated 
in the various States, since there is a need, demonstrared need for the 
program, would there not he a movement throughout the country to 
reinstate on the Federal level the very same programs that the Federal 
Goveriunent ^eeks to fohl into the new programs? 

Mr. Wallingeu. I very definitely think so, Senator. We very 
strongly favor the approach, for example, in tli^ l^SDA forestry in- 
centive [H'ogram and, as I have indicated, at the current levels the 
funding is far short of what is needed to do the job to develop the 
forcNt resources in the South. 

If we had the revenue-sliaring program implementod, and ^j^^^*!]'* 
• tained our position financially within the funds of that, we wouUl still 
need additional funds from somewhere to get the job done. 

Senator Allen. Do you feel tluit the program as contem|)lated by 
S. 11)12, would be of Ix'Uefit to rural areas? ' ... 

Mr. Wallingek. I don't fcol that it would im|)rove thoir position 
whatsoever over the |)resent situation and I feel that there is a good 
ri^k lliat it would bo detrimental. 

Senator Allen. Now, as to t-lie forestry |)rograin, what additional 
rcU'ommendations would you ntake to improving that ju'ogram if it is 
carried on under its present b^lsis? 

Mr. Wallingek. We feel that j)robably the most important pro- 
grain tlliit wo have in terms of on-the-ground forestry in the South is 
thr RKAi" i)rograin, and a strengthening of that would he very 
beneficial. The strengthening of C.^FM programs, the cooperative torest 
fire control, and things of that nature, have a more subtle influence, i 
think thev beconie more s|)eetaQiilar })y their absence than they are m 
effect. I tliink that we very definitely would Hke to see a strengthening 
of the existing cooperating forest fire control programs, the LhM 
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f)rofframs that get more professional i)oople on the ground ^ work with 
and owners. 

Ah an example of our present program id South Carolina, with tlie 
combined State and Federal moneys providing forest6rs to eo intathe 
field, our State forester just a few yearns a^o brought out that he liad 
the maiij)ower to reach each laudowiTer in tlie State about once in 
every 20 years to give him ])rofessional forestry advice. And the pro- 
gram hius improved 

vSi^nator Allen. You do have a long-range |)rogrnni on tluit kbul 
of basis? 

Mr. Wallixoer. That is right, and tliis has been one of tlic most 
l)encficial a.sj)ects of tlic ( 'FAl ])rogram. And ulso tlic resource con- 
servation and dcvelo[)nient ^f)rogram is putting tcclinicid people oii 
the ground to work with lundowncfs and help them coordiiuite and 
develop their activities. 

The second tlung, along witli the good recounncn<liUions, many 
management plans have been |)re|)Hrcd and (lie h»,n(h)Wiier doesn't 
have tlic financial resources to implement tlV' prognim, although we 
have something on ))apcr. And more and more wc are finding that we 
have reached a situation where -the inoiu^v to implement the })r()- 
'gram on the ground, to |)ay the cost ()f getting the land ready for 
phuiting, to pay the cost of getting tiu^'trccs in the ground, to ini[)rove 
the gi-owuig stock, and things of that nature, are becoming the limiting 
factor in the South as to what we can do to dcvcloj) our forestry 
resources. 

On the other hand we know that if we (l^ild dcA'clo]) it anywlicre , 
nca.r its ca|)acily tluit wc can double the |)rodu( tion of our huul and 
we will have to do thi> to meet goals only three decades away. And 
of course, the industries which use this resource are e>sentially rural 
industries. ' " ^ 

The j)aper irulu.stry, with some exceptions, is geijerally a small 
town or sma,ll city industry. The lumber industry is almost entindy 
a rural-based industry, in the sniall(»st towns. And the southern 
industry has become much more sopliisticii ted. It is not a bunch of 
scattered, small .sawmills anymore, but there are large e>laf)hshnicnts 
in small towns with year-round employment and good wages. 

Senator Allkx. S. Ifil^, then, would seem to .sound good in theory, 
but when put into |)ractice might cause hardships or destruction of 
vtduablc |)r()gram.s and chaos among those programs llirougliouL the 
50State.s? 

Mr. Wallixger. Yes, sir. We feel the objectives are vovy fine, but 
wlien we take into account the implementation procedures, we don^t 
feel that the |)rograin will achieve the results that an* set out for it. 

Senator Allen. Would your tliouglit be different if thei;e were 
new funds rather than a reshuffling of existing funds in the riiain? 
^ Mr. Wallixgeh. I think that if there were substantial new funds 
that we might have some difrerent thoughts (m it. but as long as we 
are talking about the same money, or essentially tlic same money as 
we are in this case, we find little incentive to make a change. 

Senator Allex. Thank you very much, Mr. Wr.llingcr. We appre- 
ciate your coming before the committee and giving us' the benefit 
of your views. 

Air. Wallixger. Thank you very much, sir. 
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S(MUitor Allen. Senator Bunlick, we would be delighted to hear 
flora you at this time. You may proceed, sir. 

STATEMENT OF HON. QUENTIN N. BURDICK, A U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 

Senator BiMtnicK. Mr. Chairman, and ni(Mnh(M-h of tho coninuttce, 
firht I woiiiil like to ask unanimous consent to have my entire state- 
ment niaiU^ a part of the record. 

Senator Allp:n. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Senntor BrHDiCK. Mr. Chaira^iMi, I want to express niy complete 
agreement with the statcnuMit of findinjxs in S. ir)12, the rur^l coiu- 
niunity deV(dopnu'nt re\ enue-shrrin^ proposal, which siiys tliii-t ''nuMiv 
rural areas of the Nation, w'hih^ rich in natural resources and |)otenti.iI, 
have k^j^ed hehind the rest of the Nation in economic growth, and 
that the people of these rural areas have not shared in the Nation's 
'|)rosperity.'' t i i 

Upon exaiuinini? the det-ils of the pro|)()^al, however, 1 nnd that 
I do not see how this hill, if ena<*ted. would achieve all of the frood 
intentions stated: to 'generate increased employment opportunities, 
to improve the ((uality and accessihility (jf rural community facilities 
and services to stem outnuj^ration froii(Vvrural areas, to encourap:e 
private investment in industrial, ixi^ricultuTal. and commercial enter- 
|)rise<, to protect and coiiserve natural res(iurees, nnd to solve farm, 
home, and community |)rol)lems. 

ThcM^ ;M'e irrcrt iro'ls. jvnd rin^zin*^ phrases, hut I fear tluMC is more 
shadow thair substance here. The orojjrams which have heen of 
o^reatest lielj) to th(> conservation of snil and water, to Ihe improvement 
of the-.(iuiditv of life in North I)akota,seem to me to be in the greatest 
(lancet uf abandonment if this legislation ever became a reality on the^ 
statute books. 

■ The claim that the funds available for these grant-m-uid programs, 
if pooled ami turned over to the hidividuid States according to a 
cumbersome formula based almost entirely on |)oi)ulatioii figures, 
would result in a balanced rural development plan meeting more 
exactly the hulividual needs of tlie rural areas is misleading. These 
])rograms hav(^ not been abstractly pU)tted by bureaucrats in Washmg- 
ton who think they know best wluit the local people want. 

REAP, the Agricultural Conservation |)rognini, has always been 
taihm^d to the needs of each (county by recoinnu^ndations of the local 
^ county and community AvSC^ comnntteemen. T]\is is a cost-share 
program; almost every dollar of Federal money H|)ent has resulted m 
$2 worth of conservation practices. For more than 30 y(n\rs farmers 
bav(^ b(MMi practicing what now tlu^ eeologists iire ])reaching: 
control of pollution of the rivers and streams, the lakes and ponds, 
bv erosion-control practices. • , 

'If the great w^ater-usuig industries and city planners had spent 
half the time and careful thought on |)ollution-control measures as 
our Atn^ican farmers, we w^oidd not ^ow^ be faced \nth the shocking 
sight and stench of dead lakes and sew^er-like streams. 

The other programs that would be turned over to the States, to be 
continued in some form or di8(5arded, are also planned and carried 
out with the full cooperation of local and State authorities a!id citizen 
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groups. Resource conservation and 'development programs, nuilti- 
county planning and development efforts, enable units of State and 
local government to develop and carry out project plans for orderly 
conservation, iin[)rovenient, and development of natural resources. The 
Soil Conservation Service providi'?* technical help and funds and the 
Farmers Home Administration cooperates with loans. 

The Great Plains conservation program, one of grmVThg imp^-tance 
in North Dakota, is administered to meet the very specific needs of 
individual ranchers and groups of ranchers. The value of returning 
land now in crops to giassland cannot be overemphasized in the 
prairie States. 

Forest Service grant-in-aid programs arc by law directed toward 
fire prevention and suppression on private 1an(ls, the production and 
diiJtribution of tree seedlings on State and j)rivate lands, aiul foiiest 
management programs to aid f)rivate woodland owners. The Forest 
Service estabhshes the broad national goals and objectives of these 
programs but State government officials. State foresters, and laiul- 
ownei*s work together o;i these cooperative programs. 

One of the most valuable of the programs in terms of strengthening 
rural coflim unities 'is the water and waste disposal program admin- 
istered by the Farmers Home Administration. Tliis is a program which, 
since its nu'ej)tion in 1965, has upgraded the standard of living of rural 
residents wlule attracting new business operations into rural comnumi- 
ties all over the country. When a program such as this has proved so 
successful, why should it not be continued and strengthened in its 
present cii-cumstances? Funds for this program too would be^thrown 
into th(^ rural revenue-sharing pooL . 

All of the.^e programs luive operated for years through^he close co- 
operation of local and State govermnentv 

S. 1()12 as presented would include the Federal funds now nuule 
available to the Coo])erative Extension Service but I understand 
second thought^ on the part of the administration would exempt tliat 
program from the eflects of the proposal. j 

Of great concern to the peoph" of North Djjisota and to conservation 
and wildlife interests of the entire countr;flsUie irR'lusion in S^ 1612 of 
the new water bank program. Public Law 91-559, enacted D(K'eniber 
19, 1970, and funded m tnis session of Congress. 

This pro":ram was designed to preserve and enlumce migratory 
waterfowl Weeding and nesting areas the '*\vet/an(ls'' -without 
placing an undue burden on the individuals whose holdings eiu'()m|)as.s 
some wetlands. Many wetlands areas can be, and have b(H-ohie, highly 
productive cropland when properly drainecl. When this haj)j>ens the 
land^s value as a breeding area ceases or is materially lessened. The 
water bank offers the farmer or rancluT annual payments for his 
agreement not to drain, burn, or fill silch areas for the duration of the 
contract, 10 years. Tim hmdowner is under no compulsion to j)artici- 
pate, but must simply decide if the economic gains in ])articipation 
outweigh the economic benefit to be realized by drainnig the wetlands. 

The pjissage of the Water Bank Act was the culmrnation of years of 
concerted effort by various ])ublir and ])rivate agencies aiul farm * 
groups. Tt had the active support of North Dakotwi State goveminent 
officials, the North Dakota State Univ^ersity, the Natiomd Wildlife 
Federation, the North Dakota Wildlife Federation, the Wildlife 
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Management Institute, the Mississippi Flyway Council, tlie North 
Dakota and National Associations of Soil ( \)ns(»rvatioii Districts, 
and the North Dakota Stat(» Water ( 'oiiiiiiissioii and many other 
agencies and groups. I am not aware of any opposition to the jHopo^al 
in mv Stat(». 

Wlien .$10 million was provided by Cou^'ress in tfie hill innkinfj 
appropriations for tfie Departm(»nt vof A^n(Milture and envir()nn»entnl 
and eonsi^infer 'prottK-tion programs for fiscal year 1972, all of the 
interested organizajtions and individu'als felt that immediate stej)s 
would be taken to implen^'iit tlie |H-ograrn, whjch was to be ndnums- 
ten^d by AST'S. Wh(»n the rural re\'enu(»~sharing proposal w as ma<l(* 
public this w]>ring, [.wrote to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
asking for sp^cifrc infornuition on the handling of tfje water b.'iidc 
program iiiuler the' rural revenue-sharing proposal. I asked: 
, (Ij In transferring the funds to twe States, what standnrdd 

would govern tfie anu)unts going to each State? 

(2) \\liat steps would be taken to insure that a State did 
devote these funds to pursuing the objectives of the Water Baidc 
Act? ' ' > 

The reply stated, in p'art: **The major portion of the proposed fuiuis 
distribution for (»ach vState would be accwding to for'nudas principully 
iyase<l upon rural population percentages^, per capita Miicorne.s, anil 
•population change percentages ^ 

Mr. Chairman, the water bank program has nothing to do witli 
rural population, per capita income, or ponulation percent ag(ss.'lt has 
to do with the preservation of wetlands, mostly^ [)rairie jxithole 
lands, wdiere migratory waterfowl nest and breed. And I want to say 
at this time, Mr. Chairman, that the pr'oduetion of ducks iiit iny State 
is not for North Dakota alone; it is for tlui entire Nation.* So we 
can't base iho program upon tlu^se population figure's-. ^ 

There are more than million acres of such wetlands in North. 
Dakota. More than half tlu* game ducks in this country are luitciied 
in the Dakotjis, and western A Hnnesota. * / 

The letter from the Department ,of Agriculture also pointed out 
that "there Ls no j)rovision in S. lOl^hat a State nuist devote any 
of these funds to pursuing tlie specific o1:)je('tives of tlie Wut<'i* 
PankAct.^* . ; - ° 

ITie C 'Ongn^ss of the United States has approved tliis j)rogram; it 
has been signed into law by the President; fimds have been j)i'?fli(led 
for its administration; but not one step has been taken. to implenu'uit 
•it. This situation is unbelievable to me and to the many people 
interested in seeing the program put into (effect. 

Again 1 made itiquiry of the De[)artmeht ()f Agriculture a short 
- tini« ago, and received on vSeptend)er 11 a letter that concluded on 
this positive note: "The Wat:er Bank Program is one of tlie .sources 
of funds for rural community develoj)ment special reveui^e-sharing; 
therefore, pending resolution of this proposal it is not planned to 
initiate this program under Federal operation.'^ 

Mr. Chairman, 1 am not willing to a(HM4)t a decision that a needed 
•program, approved and funded , by Congress, shall not be put into 
effect. 

In recent weeks I liave jeeeived a number of letters from eon- 
conservation and wildlife groups, the North Dakota Cooperative 



Hxtensiaii Service, the Nordi Dakota Stoekinen's Ashoeiatioh, tlie 
North p^ikdta Wildhfe Advisory Conunittee, and Nortlt Dakota 
State and (^iintvf Associations of Soil Conscuvation Dis^tricfs. I ask 
that these letter>, together with the corn^sponchMice I have Imd with 
officials 'of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, he nuidi^^ part of this 
hearing record. , 

Senator Allex. Without objeHion it is so ordered. 

(Tlie documents referred to follow) : ^ ' 

Fargo, N, Dak,, Sfplernber 1, 1971. 
Senator Qukntin Bcrdick, \ ' 

f^iS, Senate, w * 

Washington, D,C> ' • 

Dk vu Skn\T(m{ I^uuixk'k: During tlie past sciverar yoars all ,<>f tlic - wildlife 
interostH in North Dakota have enjoyed your leadership, i)artieipuUon and full 
support in the \)a,ssaKc of the Water Bank Legislation. This han been im 
task. During t^is .^(:;Hsion of Congress the executive reeotnrnendation for the 
appropriation of $10 million to irnpletnent the initiation of the Water B^^dc 
Program ban been ^uecesMfuUy pat^sed through lK)th llousen of ConffresH utjder th(5** 
l«?adership of y()ur.s(»lf jind other I'uetubera of our delectation. As chairttuln of the 
Wildlife Advi'^ory Com^nttee for North Dakota, .may I take this oeeaKioti to 
thank you for the support yo\i have given this entire matter. The next objective, 
of eourse, is to s(;e the ^^ueoessful implementation of the program. ' 

A number of eontaets have been made with the Departmcuit of AKrieulture 
and members of the Agric\dtural Stabilization and (\)nservatiorl Service^ relative 
to their plans for the implementation of the prograni. There seems to be a ('(ui- 
tinuing runK^r tliat tlie finujs f{)r the implementation of tlte pnjjtram \\ill not bo 
released by tiie Office of Management and Budgets thereby precluding the 
initiation of the program. Nip pcsitive reasons are av*ailable but th<*re appears 
to be an inference that the inclusion of the Water Bank Program in the proponed 
iSppcial Uovcnue Sharing IjOgjslation plus the recently announced economy 
policies of the President are factors involved. W> are ^eeply ccmcernod about this^ 
turn of 0vents and most sineerel/^solici-t your leadership in securing releafie of 
these funds ho that the program can be initiated, 

I- am sure that you arc aware of the massive prograln of drainage that has 
occurred throughout the pothole area of the North Centrtil States iind particularly 
in the nesting and breeding grounds of North DUkota, The econonue pressures are 
on the farmersja snite of the verv excellent crop of this year and will inevitably 
result in maf or additional dtaina^e unless some means can be developed imme- 
diately to give some economic relief to these landowners. The Water Bank LegiH- 
lation appears at this time to be the only such relief in sight. I speak mianimouflly 
for the Wildlife Advisory Committee in stating that we do not believe we can afford 
further delay of the aetivatipn of this prograiju 

Each of ns will be deeply appreciative of anything that you can do to motivate 
the implementation of this program at the earliest date possii)le. We are confident 
that if it can be announced at an early date that North Dakota alone eowld sign 
enough acreage to utilize a major portion of the $10 million appropriation. The 
people of North Diikota are looking forward to cooperating, .Yo\ir help js \irgently 
needed and most certainly will be appreciated. Anything that you could do to 
secure rem^)val of the Water Bank from the Proposed ]^ev;etp|| Sharitig Legislation 
woidd also certainly be appreciated and maj^ be the key to thcrelease of the funds. 

With best personal regards, 

Sincerely yours, r . . 

% Arthur II, Schulz, ^ 

Dean and Directory Cooperative Extension Service^ 
North Dakota State U niversity of Agriculture and Applied Science. 



i New {locKFORD, N. Dak., September 16, 1971, 

Senator Quentin N, Burdick, 
Old Senate Office Buildingy 
Washington^ D,C, 

Dear Senator Burdick: We, the Eddy County Soil Conservation District 
supervisors, are asking for your support towards .securing a release of the Water 
Bank funds from the Revenue Sharing Bill (S, B, 1612). We feel that if these funds 
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are reJeafled the Water Bank Program which is" needed in North Dakota to help 
save our wetlands, could be put into uhc right away. 

We thank you for your past support on all soil and water coQaervatiott programs. 
We hope that you will again support us on this matte^. 
Respectfully yours, 

' ' ' ' WillAm Starkk, 

Chairman f Eddy County Soil Conservation Diairicl, 



Devils Lake, N. Dak., August 24, 1971. 

Hon. QuKNTrN L. Burdick, • 

11.8. Senate y ^ ' , • 

Waahinglon, D.C. v 

Dear Senator Burdick: The Watcff Bank is includctd in the" Agriculture 
Appropriations for 1972 with $1 million to be spent for Water Bank contracts. 
I hope the f)rogram can begiA with signups for this program beginning this fall. 

At the last^ meeting of the North Dakota Wildlife Advisory Committee, we 
discus.sed the maximum amount of wetlands that would fit into this program in 
> North Dakota. According to the:North Dakota Game and Ffeh and the Bureau 
of Sport Fisheries and Wildlif^', North Dakota raises abqut 807© of the ducks 
raised in the United States. We also estimated the amount of wetlands needed, 
and according to these two agencies it would take $30 nriillion per year for Water 
Bank contracts to fill the needs of^wetlands in North Dakota. 

It is now costing the 'individual landowner about $13 per acre per year for 
interest and taxes on his investment t6 leave these wetlands. 

In order to ease the controversy of Wetlands drainage that affects our wildlife, 
to help our agriculture economics of Nortli Dakota, and to help the economic 
stability of th^ individual landowner to leave these areas for wildlife, I feel a 
minimum of $10 million per year should be our national goal towards tr^e Water 
Bank program at this time to preserve these wetlands. 

I u^e your support in getting more money behind the \Yater Bank program in 
order w preserve this heritage we have enjoyed-. 
Sincerely yours, 

Gordon Bp:rq, 
North Dakota Wildlife Advisory Comviitlee. 



Linton, N. Dak. 
Senator Qurntin N. Burdictc, , 
Old Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. i> 

Dear Senator Burdick: The Erphions Countv Soil Conservation District has 
be^n following and is a promoter of the proposed Water Bank Act. We were pleased 
when we heard the Act liad been passed by Congress and signed by President 
Nixon. 

We feel the Water Bank Act is the answer to saving our wetlands and yet 
compensating the farmer for saving these areas for our wildlife and for future 
generations to use in their recreational prograna^. ^ 

We are i)ow very disappointed and feel thalTprogress has been stopped by the 
action of the office of Management and Budget in freezing the funds appropriated 
for this program. ^ 

We hope that you will see fit to work toward securing a release of those fuivls 
so that the l^pg awaited Water Bank Act can go into action. 

Thanks for your consideration on this matter. I 
Sincerely, 

Alois Leier, 
Chairman, Emmons County Soil Conservation District, 



Bismarck, N. Dak., Septembers, 1971, 
Hon. QuENTm Burdick, ^ 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator: Our Association is concerned that funds for the recently 
enacted "Water Bank" Program are tied-up, reportedly pending the outcome 
of special revenue sharing legislation, as contained in S. 1612. ^ 
63-M2— 71— pt. 6 7 
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We certainly don't want to discuos the concept of revenue shafing by the 
states because we've not considered It necessary that we have a policy position 
relative thereto. * % I 

However, we do not think the Water Bank funds should be placed Into the 
revenue shoring legislation, If and when such does become law. \ 

Our main objection Is that, under revenue sharing, the $1,000,000 annual 
Water Bank appropriation would bo' split up among 50 states when^ln fact it 
should be confined to the "pot hole" states which hatch tb^ Nation's waterfowl — in 
other words, we think It's a regional problem, not national. 

We know you share this view point but want you to know that we support 
your efforts toward trying to exclude Water Bank funds from Senate BUI lol2. 

Thank you and very best personal regards. 

Sincerely, - * 

Clair Michels, 

<r Executive Secretary j North Dakota Stockmen^ a A&9ociaiion* 

West Fargo, N. Dak., September 10, 1971. 

Senator Qubntin N. Burdick, 

Old Senate Office Building, • ' 

Washington, D.C. 

Dgar Senator Burdick: It has come to our octtentlon that the Water Bank 
Proposal is part of the Revenue Sharing Bill (S.B. 1612). 

We would like to see the Water Bank Proposal deleted from the Revenue 
Sharing Bill so the program can be Implemented. If the program Is to be successful, 
the funds should ne allocated to the areas of greatest waterfowl production. 

The longer it takes to get the program In action, the fewer will be the number 
of wetlands to save. Many farmers have voiced an Interest In participating in the 
Water Bank Program, but If It" Is not put into action, they may proceed wHh 
draining wildlife habitat. 

We would appreciate your efforts In gettlng^this program started. 

Yours very truly, ^ 

Joseph Harbeke, ( 
' Chairman, West Case Soil Conaervation Dietrid. 



Devils Lake, N. Dak., September 9, 1971. 

Senator Qubntin N. Buroick, 
Old Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Buroick: ^unds for a Water Bank program were Included In 
the Department of Agriculture appropriation. 

We appreciate your fine cooperation In getting this program started. We now 
urge you to follow up on this program and get the money released so that the 
program can get started In North Dakota this fall. 
Sincerely yours, 

. ^ Oliver Lebt, 

Chairman, Ramsey Cauniy Soil Conservation District. 



Leeds, N. Dak., September IS, 1971. 

Senator Quentin N. Burdick, 
Old Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator: We are very much concerned that the funds for the Water 
Bank Program is not available to Implement this vital program Immediately. « 

We had a thorough discussion of this matter at our meeting last evening — and 
by resolution of Aur board I am contacting you asking that you help us get this 
program moving. 

Our area is second to none from the standpoint of *'pot holes" and duck produc- 
tion. We believe the Impact of the Water Bank Program is vital to the preserva- 
tion of our wetland sites. 

We also are sincere and concerned that there may be Involvemeiit of this bro- 
gram with the Revenue Sharing Bill. We are toot a heavily populated area ana we 
think that.lt woiild be a very unfair distribution. It amounts to this; we have the 
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wetland sites but we don't have the populace. We will appreciate your efforts In 
deleting thid from any other program. 

^ Sincerely, , . , - 

Floyd Allan, 
Chairman^ Board of Supervisors^ 
Norih^C^ral Soil CoxiQervalion District, 



• Bcm-INBAU, N. Daic., September 7, 1971. 

Senator Que NTiN N. Burdick, 
Old Senate Office Building^ 
WaGhington, D.C. 

' Dearie NATO u Burdick: You are aware of the continued interest we have had 
in the Vmter Bank* Act since we suggested the idea a number of years ago. We are 
proud 01 the work ydu have <Jone to assist us with this program. 

At the ^present time we are concerned abcAat implementing the Act as was 

Cashed and signed into law. North Dakota and other states with nesting and 
reeding areas seriously need tWs program now and with the two items we are 
faced with, it appears a good piece of legislatioif has become indefinitely tied up 
jj'y, (1) freezing of funds and/ or (2) because of the Revenue Sharing Proposal. 

We would like tp propose to you and solicit your help in' removing this Act from 
the Revenue Sharing Proposal. ^ 

We ask this for three reasmis. (1) The need for funds will be in the pothole 
region of the U.S., such as North Dakota, not throilghout the* UrS. (2) The 
distribution of ^unds under revenue sharing is based primarily on population and 
need whereas utilization of the Water Bank funds are intended primarily to 
preserve wetlands in selected areas. (3) We feel it would be impossible for the 
state to administer this program. 

We realize we could have an on-going program now if the funds were released 
so we are also askinjg you to assist in getting the administration to immediatelv; 
release these funds. The longer this program is delayed, the more people will 
lose, since wetlands will continue to be lost at an accelerated Vate. 
^ Wes7 appreciate any help you can give us and urge your active support for these 
two proposals. 

Sincerely, 

North Dakota Association of 
Soil Conservation Districts, 
' Allan Knudson, President. 



Grand Forks, N. Dak., September 13, 1971, 

Hon. QUENTIN N. BURDICK, ^ , 

' Old Senate Office Building^ » f ' 

Washingionf D.C, 

Dear Senator Burdick: We understand that the Water Bank Bill has been 
assigned to Senate Bill 1612, the Revenue Sharing Bill. 

In order that work can be expedited on getting some of the wildlife watcrhole 
areas preserved, wouldn't it expedite the Water Bank Program if it were separated / 
from the .Revenue Sharing Bill? We understand that the Water Bank Bill was/ 
peussed by^ Congress and signed by President Nixon. Why shouldn't this allow/ 
thi^ work to proceed without any further delay? / 

As long as our pothole prairie area is the only one discriminated* against ort 
draining of pothole areas we feel that the Water Bank Bill should be used W) 
reimburse bur farmers for preserving the wetlands for^ niigratory waterfo^yl 
propagation. And furthermore, a large percent of the fiends should be used in the 
areas where these potholes are located rather than given to states* who have po 
pot^ofe areas. f 

Welxbpe that you will expedite any action needed on getting this program i^to 
operation. * ; 

Sincerely, 

Eastern Grand Forks Count^p-^ 
Soil Conservation District, / 
Frank Dubuque, / 
Chairman^ Board of District Supervisors, 
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Cavalikr, N. Dak., September 10, 1971/ 

Senator <iuENTiN Bukdicic, 

Old Senate Ojfice Building, Waohingtonf D.O. 

De.vk Sih: It has come to our .attention that the fuiidH for the Vater Bank 
Program have been fi'ozen by the Office of Muiiugement and Budf^ct. 

The Program is of vital inten^st to the eiwinm men till und^aRri cultural intere^s 
of this area. A.s such, we ask that you take whatever action you deem i^ecensary 
to obtain the relea.se of these fundH. 

These funda seem to be tied to the Revenue ^Sharing Jiill fS.B. 1612). Wt; urge 
(1) that the Water Bank Bill be delet(«|fronf thiH bill, and i2) that congrosH work 
toward securing a release of these fun^. 
Sincerely, 

t. ^ r, Kknkst Malo, 

XJhairmanf Pembina County Soil Conaervatibn District. 

\ 

Wahpeton-, N. Dak., Auguut 31, 1971. 

Hon. QCENTIN N. BURDICK, < 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DkXr Senator Burdicic: This Board wishes to go on record as bping in support 
of the Water Bank pn)gr:^in included in the Agriculture Appropriation Bill. , 
Ycmrs very truly, * 

LaVi;rne K. Olson, 
* ' I . ^ Chairman, 

I HoLOEii Bertelsen, 
& ' Commissioner, 

Aaron H. Heolie, - » 

Commissioner, 
Richland County Water Management District. 

Senator BiiRpiCK. In conchisipn, Mr. Chairman, I want to say that 
I 'have complete confidence in the men\bers of this Rural Development 
Siibibmmittee and the members of the full Semite Committee on 
A^culture "and Forestry to develop and present le^slat^on thaf 
AVill achieve the goals as stated in S. 161^j\ithout destroying the 
established programs that are basic to rural America's well-being. 
The enactment of S. 1612 could only result in more problems and 
more confusion in the area of rural development. 

I also have confidence that with the support of members of. the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture it shoyld be possible to convince 
the Department of Agriculture and, more importantly, the Office of 
Managenient ai>^ Budget, that the Water Bank Act should be im- 
plemented at once. 

Mr. Ohaiiman, I would like to make a reference to my young 
college days. I attended the Universitv of Minnesota and there I 
played football, and we had a play called ''66 off tackle." When it 
worked, we would keep on using it. If these programs w« established 
have worked, why ehaiige them? ^ 

We should use the programs we havq that have be6n beneficial 
\o rural America aiid I thiiik the water bank {)rogram should not be 
saorifi(*ecl for a newer concept whic-h might be all right, bub which 
is fraught with a lot of danger and implications. 

Senator Allex. Thank you very much, Senator Burdick. Wo 
appreciate your testimony and we kiiow it will be of great value to 
the committee in its study and deliberations on this bill. 

Senator Burdick, do you know of any popular demand for this 
rural revenue-sharing program? 

Senator Burdick. Aly mail does not reflect it at all from my area; 
not at all. . 
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s . . , - 

tJenatpr Allen. Doey it have its inception, its beginning, at the • ^ 

* grassroots level, op isf it something handed doAvn ironi above to appl^j 

at the grassrootsolevel? ^ . ' 

Sen&tor Bukdick. I don't know where it came from. It didn't 
come from the grassroots of North Dakota. 

, Senator Allen. Do you know if thiti rural revenue-sharing program 
o'f the administration has the support of vour people, the gootTjcitizens 
of Nbrth Dakota? . 

Senator Burdick. I think they are strongly in support of the 

1)rograras 1 have outlined in mv testimony £o(lay be(^ause they have 
)een workable progrjims; they fcave brought results. I think they arp»' 
very well satisfied wit"h what we have. ' \. 

^iVator Alle.v. If the administratioii's rural revenue^kharing 
' program is ado[)led would there be any assurance that any single 
,one of" the existing Federal programs would be carried on by the 

* State other than the' Extension Service wjiich has been frozen into * 
' the new change? 

Senator Btirdk^k. There might be. There would certainly be no 
complete assurance of that at all. •* ' 

Senator Allen. All of the monc^y that is implementing these pro- 
<v grams would be put into one [)ot from whiclrdecisions would be made 
\ as to what [Programs would be can-ied forward? , 
' Senator BuuDirK. And you have no idea when they first dip out of 
that i)(^t what [)rograms are going to be funded, whether the good 
ones or the bad on(^s, or any. 

Senator Allen. Do the States have legislation at this time that 
would alloW'them to carry on these programs or substantially sojne of 
. the programs? 

wSeiuitor BuKoiCK. I doubt it very jnuch, sir. 

Senator Allen, Wiat about personnel involved? Are not thdse 
--programs camed.on in many instances by Federal employees, and 
would there not have to be a new^ echelon of em[)loyees created at the 
State level to take over any of llu^ [)rograms that the State saw fit to 
continue? 

Senator Burotck. Without a doubt, and if it were done it would 
lead to a tremendous amount of delay and it liasn't Ix^en done. 

Senator Allen. Now, there ishio assurance that the grants for water 
and sew(T systems would Be carriecf on l)y the Stat(is, is tliere? 

Senator Burdick. None whatever. , 

Senator Allen. No assurance that^the water bank program would 
b^carried bn? 

.Senator BuunicK.'None. ' ^ 

Senator/ALLEN. No assurance that the Forest Service grants would 
be carrioa on nor the agricultural conservation program now called 
rural environmental system prograjn? 

Semitor BuhdjJck. No assurailce for any of those programs. 

Senator Alle.^ Right on down, the line in all of the present systems? 

Senator Burdic^. Yes. 

Senator Allen. Now, w<)uld this seem to indicate that if the 
States did not carry on a large mmiber of these programs and the need 
would still be there, would there not then be a demand from the 
pd'o|)le that these programs be reca[)tiired by the Federal Government? 
^ Senator Burdick. There wouldn't be any question 'about it, because 
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the people have had the benefit of these programs for many, many; 
years, and they would demand their return, I am sure. 

Senator Allen. I^as the administration *^)oinked out bo any of the 
other Members of Conj^ess or any other committee any of these pro- 
4 grams that tiiey feershould be eliminated at the Statellevel? 

Senator Burdicic I have not seen thom point out v^hirh would be 
eliminated and which would not. 

Senator Allen. Your farm people in your State, are they satisfied 
with these existing programs? 

Senator Burdick. Very much so. I would say that the soil conser- 
vation program and the othera I have enumerated in my testimony C ' 
have total support throughout the State. There is no criticism of them 
'that I know of. 

Senator Allen. I notice that you feef^like that in theory, or pos- 
sibly in the abstract, that S. 1612 might appear to have some merit, 
biTt when it is put into effect, when considered from the practical 
point 6f view it just will not do the job in the proper fashion; is that 
your feeling? - - ' 

Senator huRDiCKj. That is my present opinion. 

Senator. Allen. Thank you very much. Senator Burdick. I appre- 
ciate your coming before the committee and giving us the benefit of 
your views. Yo\ir testimonv is most thought-provoking. 

Senator Burdick. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
" Senator Allen. Afr. Kimball. - 

STATEMENT OF THOMAS L. KIMBALL, EXECXTTIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 

Mr. Kimball. Mr. Chairman, I am Thomas L. Kimball, executive P\ 
director of the National Wildlife Federation which has its national " 
headquarters at 1412 16th Street NW., hero in Washington, D.C. 

Ours is a private organiz^i^ion which seeks to attain conservation 
goals through (^Jucational m^Ans. The federation has independent 
affiliates in all 50 States and im Virgin Islands. These affiliates, in 
turn, are composed of local grou^ps and individuals who, when com- 
bined with associate members and other supporters of the National 
WildHfe Federation, number an estimated 3 milUon pej^ons. 

Mr. Chairman, we welcome this invitation to testify on S. 1612, 
the proposed ''Rural Community Development Revenue Sharing Act 
of 1971,'' because we view the activities of this subcommittee, and the 
full committee, in attempting to resolve, the multifaceted problems 
relating ro urban development, as among the most important before 
the Congress and the- country at thi^ time. 

The outward migration of people from rural areas, with subsequent 
concentrations along the seacoasts and in the metropolitan areas, with 
all of the attendant environmental difficulties relating to big cities, as 
well as a slow deterioration of rural communities and the worthwhile 
and suitable life styles which they provide, is one of the greatest 
tragedies of our age. For tkose of us who grew up in, or have lived in, 
small communities, it is doubly tragic because of the many advantages 
we know and appreciate as being found only in such areas. Indeed, 
some metropolitan areas, where people are crowded into tenements, the 
living conditions often appear to be similar to tl^ose which existed in * 
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the Middle-Ages when crowded peonte were frightened to leave their 
homes at night and whqn garbage and other types of debns were hurled 
from windows to become public problems and nuisances. \ ' 

We fully appreciate the recognition this Committee is givmg to this 
outstanding problem and hope the general comments that follow wiU 
be beneficial in offering some clarity to what is an obscure and complex 
situation involving economics, life styles, social problems, education, 
and even politics. . , i / .1 

1 As we see it, one of the most important single needs before the 
country is for a national lapd-use plan, as has been proposed ^ both 
many Members of the Congress and by the admimstration. Only t)y 
developing a comprehensive and coordinated overall plan which would 
recognize the principal values and uses of all of. our vanous resources, 
can the maximum advantage be obtained from them. This, m ettect, 
well could result in rural zoning and we believe such' a plan and pro- 
gram is necessary to identify all of the best potentials m these im- 
portant areas. . 1 * 

2. 4t is essential that efforts to stabilize and improve the economy ot 
rural areas must, in many situations, become something other than 
agriculturally oriented. We know that agriculture alone, as presently 
practiced, will not sustain mahy communities'. 

We believe that there is much merit in considermg mcentives to 
locate in new towns and cities in areas, away from the present metro- 
politan complexes. Not only would this avoid many of the present 
mner-city urban problems, such as overcrowding and transportation 
and environmental pollution, but could help equalize many^ the 
difficulties which relate to the deterioration of rural communities. 

In this connection we are thinking of new commumties such as 
Columbia, Md;, or Reston, Va., although on a smaller scale, and not 
necessarily so closely tied as that community is to the cities of Wash- 
ington and Baltimore. I am taking the liberty of attaching to thi3 
statement a tearsheet from the August-September 1970 issue ot 
National Wildlife magaziu^, which outlined exciting new possibilities 
for the' development of ecologically sound urban communities and 
variatiolis of this very well could be located in many rural parts of the 
country which are low in population at the prefffent time or are losing 

people^ the population is to be relocated or disi)ersed, some additional 
attractions must be made for nlVal areas in the form of employment. 
We are now convinced that many people want to get away from metro- 
politan areas and would actually prefer living in rural areas if a suitable 
means of livelihood could be developed. Therefore, it would seem to us 
that the Federal Government could play an injportant role in stunu- 
lating a location of small light industries or manufacturing concerns or 
other businesses. These incentives could come through special tax 
considerations, through low-cost loans, through subsidized Tiousmg, 
and so forth. However, again, this must be programed in accordance 
with an overall master, land-use plan. 1 at • 1 

It must be quite obvious b^now, Mr. Chairman, that the National 
Wildlife Federation is vividly aware of the plight of our rural areas. We 
commend the administration for its concern and its desire to enact 
legislation that might rectify the situation. Unfortunately, however, 
we cannot support S. 1612 because we are of the firm beliet that the 
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bill, if enacted, could do more harm than good. Or, to j)nt it another 
way, the federation feels. that, at best, S. m2 can achieve no more than 
IS being accomplished under several current and se])arate legislative 
acts At worst, we are fearful that S. 1612'woiU(l undo the abundant 
good atemining from the programs listed in sections 410 through 417— 
Ureat Flams conservation, forestry assistance, waUh' and waste dis- 
posal systems, resource conservation and develo])menL, and others. 

More to the point, and the main reason fqr our o])])osition to the bill 
It would, in all likelihood, effectively destroy two relatively new ])ro- 
grams that possess great j)otential- the water bank ])rogram and the 
rural en vironm en taV assistance j)rogram (REAP). We know that 
b. 1612 does not sj)ecifically ])rohibit continuing the kinds t)f conserva- 
tion activities earned on under REAP and the water bank, but the 
od( s wouhl certainly favor their diminution, attest, if the decision- 
making and administration were at the State levdi. 

Mr. Chairman, with all due resj)ect for our Stj^e officials, we feel it 
IS desirable that th?s revenue-sharing^program for rural develoiiment 
if enacted, would result in a subversion of congi'essional intent built ui) 
over a period * of. years in 'a uninber of rural-oriented (Conservation 
Acts for which tliere are 'continuing specific national or rerional 
requirements. ^ 

The mere fact that a State would be required to ])ro(luce a develop- 
ment ])lan before it would receive funds under this ])rogram would not 
preclude the very real possibility^ of ])riorities being so rearranged that 
some very worthwhile and needed conservation ])rograms would ^et 
short shrift. ^ ^ 

Our concern, however, goes beyond the desire of intlividual States to 
continue such i)rograms as the water bank and REAP, Mr, Chairman 
A matter of greater bdncem to the federation is the ca])abili(y of the 
respective States to effectively administer the rural develoiment 
prpgrams initiated under this jiroposed act. 

Sneaking from the personal exi)erience .some of us have gained by 
working at State levels, we are of the firm conviction that regardless 
of motives and intentions, the efficiency of the nnal development 
programs would be .seriously degraded while administrative costs 
wouhl rise. Under these circumstances, we believe tluit it i::^ wishful 
thinking to assume that the various rural-oriented conservation ])ro- 
grams will continue to be funded at the same levels and receive the 
same high quality of professional guidance that thev ])resently 
receive. ' ^ t j 

Admittedly, t^je States could ^md ])robably avouUI, over a ])erio(l of 
years, overcome the handicaj) of inadequate top-level staffing and 
eventually administer the rural j)rogianis.M'ith commendable com- 
petence'. However, the administrative inefficiency and high cost 'of 
siich an evolutionary i)rocess cannot be overlooked or discounted 
when com])ared to the jn-esent administrative arrangement of having 
one relatively small, knowledgable* grou]) at the Federal level run 
the j)rograins. 

In summary, Mr. Chaurnan, the National Wildlife Federation is 
deeply concerned over the i)light of our rural communities. We are 
jmxious to reverse the migration tr^nd that brings the country and 
small village dweller tq our urban areas and results in ev^^r-Morsening ' 
social conditions and environmental ])ollu(ion in the /itics of the United 
States. HoAvever, we sincerely feel that the first stej) that must be 
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taken to imj)rove the situation is the development of a comprehensive 
Ifiiiid-use plan and not the i)Assage of alievenue-shaying bill such as 
S. 1612 which \v6uld do little other than, with a minimum of guidance 
and restrictionH, j)la( e gieat quantities of money in^the coffers of 
State govemments, iiuinv of wliich \\ ould indeed be hard i)ressed to 

{)rej)are and iui})leinent the kind of rural develoi)inent plan envisioned 
>y the proi)os(Hl bill. ' 
Thank you. for this opj)ortnnity to ])res(»nt our views. 
(The attachment to the stiit(»ment of Mr. Kimball follows:) 

[From the Aui;iwt-Sopt«nb^r 1970 National Wildlife] 

We C.\n Bcild Spack Aok Citikh Now — Bra City Noisk^ Filth, Smog, and 
Uqlinkks Ark Not Invin<'Iblk Enk.\iiks; Thi.y Can B>: 'CoNQUKRi^ar by 
pRKSKNT Tkchnologt . . . If VVk IIavk tuk Will 

(By James W. Hudson) 

In 1960 President John Kennedy stirred the pioneering instincts and patriotic 
fervor of thi.s country by rnuking a national commitrneiit to put Americans on 
the moon by 1970. We promptly embarked on a crash program rooted in the 
imuginutive "Hystems approach/' propelled by tens of thousands of scientists, 
technicians and workers and fueled with billions of tax dollars. And we reaehed 
this impossible Roal — before the late President's deadline. 

Now, in 1970, we need another sueh national commitment. And a new time- 
table. Our goal must be the transformation 6( America's dying cities into the 
healthful and exciting living and working centers you see on these pages. • 

This is no idle pipe dream. Any knowledgeable sc'entist or engineer will*^ll 
you we have the technology right now U) ck) this job. We need only apply the 
"systems approach^' to this vitally ehalleAgifig project. This modern technique — 
which would combine the expertise; of scientists, engineers, architects, eeologi^^ts, 
sociologists and city planners— "can produce another American "miracle." 

NKKD URBAN RKBTRTH 

And how desperately we need that mirachs What a colossal absurdity that we 
allow our central cities — the centers of modern American life — to crumble into 
depressing places where it is no fun to live and work. It is understandable that 
dirty air, .congested streets, cramped living quarters, and urban ugliness are 
driving out long-time residents who can afford to live in more pleasant surround- 
ings. But this leaves behind only those who are too p(#or to cope with the grinding 
urban d^cay. And so our cities are deteriorating at an alarming and increasing 
rate. ^ , 

But this tragedy is not inevnable. We can rescue and rebuild our cities. This 
is just as practical — ^and far more importaiit— than putting men on the moon. 
All it takes is a national Cf)mmitmcnt. Let's s(h; how the systems approach can 
make cities more pQ6f>le-oriented : 

One key part of olir plan is the covering of existing strect^s with a roof — with 'a 
green carpet of grass and trees on tap - about .'}() feet abi)ve the streets. This ♦ 
opens the way to literally transform the city's harsh concrete and smelly gasoliqe 
alleys into r(»stful areas planted tf> lawns, trees and flowers. 

T^he space al)o^^the streets and b(^tween the buildings becomes an oasis in 
the cement jungff», a pewple-orientcd envimnment witn grassy playgrounds, 
flowering shrubs and chattering sfpiirrels, There will be sidewjdks for peof)lc in a 
Ifurfy and nu»anderinR paths for fJ^thers. Pliiecs to talk, to read, and to rel'ix. Soft 
conversation and the songs of birds will replace the nerve-shattering cacophony 
of construct if>n and traffic. 

And nature usins Kunlight, rhlon»phvll, wat/^r and soil -can ro t/i work 
maniifacturirig clean, fresh air. Kvcry tree leaf, every blade of grasM is a miniature 
anti-pollution factory, absorbing gawes from ()ur polluted air and miraculously 
rcUirning pure OTiygen. 

♦ TKHItVCKO nriLDlNOS * j 

Some high-rise 'offici' and apartment buildings will be t<*rraced like the ones on 
these pages with a series of setbacks for sunlight, and planted with lawns, Howers, 
shrubs and suiaH trees. Roof gardens will have pooLs for ducks and fish. Most 
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of thfso terraces will \)o ()j>en to p(»()i)le for a host of activities ificluding fishing, 
picnicking and* nature study. ^ ' ' 

Small animals will raise their fainiliew on some terraces which will be off limits 
to people. Coffee breaks c£ttr*turn into nature breaks a*, office workers Wtch ^ ' 
tte life cycles of songblrcis, rabbits, squirrels and fisli out«ide their windows. 

The automobile engine!' which consumes enormous quantities of oxygen and - 
exhausts poisonous, smog-breeding eases is Air Pollution Villain No. 1, responsible 
for 60 per cent of all air pojlution. Urban people suffer most, trapped as they are 
in densely populated areas with many high-rise buildings. With filters and the 
addition of manufactured oxygen, our city streets can become a closed system 
of vehicular tunnels. . 

Other advantages of the closed street system^re just as exciting; 

Fast, efficient monorail transportation can be suspended under the pedes- 
trian, level. This 'will greatly improve mass transportation with a painimum 
of cost. • . ^ 

Car and truck trttffic will flow easier. No longer need pedestrians compete 
i with traffic. Sidewalks and islands now set aside as "people space'* can be 
converted to iidditional traffic lanes. 

(jTound floors of buildings can become delivery^jireas, and the confused 
maze of double-parked trucks would disappear from traffic lanes. These 
lower floors, wil^j also contain parking lots, service stations and car washes. 
And drive-in banks, restaurants and newsstands. 
*• The covered 'Street will bottle up the noise from traffic, trash rtimovnl and * 
road repair! And no longer cam a big s^torm paralyze the city. 

Digging up streets to, install and repair cables will become a thing of the 
past. Telephone wires and power cables will be accessible in oytiphead troughs. 
What happens "to the peof)le displaced from the first two floors ofthe-buildinQp? * 
They can have first chance at moving into new buildings which will be built 
over 8<>me of the old intersections*. 

A flight over such a city will reveal beautiful patterns of shape and color. 
Foliage softens the hard, straight lines of streets and buildings. Kain falls on 
absorbent green belts instead of hitsting miles of asphalt^ and concrete only to' 
run off into sewers. 

Wh/it a city. Robins nesting on the roof. . . , Fishing streamn running around 
the building. ^ . Office windows revealing the mvstories of marine life. . . . ' 
Eatlng'lunch while fishing on the 20th floor. - . . Botanists, biolop;iH4w, zoologiHto 
and ecologists will help plan this new world of ibraiity and fn^nli air which is 
technically feasible now. 

Such buildings can in no way replace pirks and wild areas. 'Hut n(?v7 d<'fligno 
incorporating glimpses of nature will make city 'life njore enjoyable and holp 
to develop a love of nature among urban dwellers whichS hopefully, will nuike ito ^ 
continued destruction unthinkable. 

In high-rise reside tial areas fas wad done downtown) the firnt Ht<*p is to (Jraft 
an overall plan U) provide for the remodeling or N-building of entire Kwtionfi of 
the city at the same time so no new conotruetioti will be needed f(»r 20 yraro or 
more. This will rivc city dwellers a reprieve froin (-onstant cor^qtruet ion, blocked 
traffic and awirjihg dust. ^ 

Then we cover the wtreeta and reserve t« old street level for cars and trucks 
so people earf move up to frewh air and q>iiet. Aim), like the do\mtown area, 
lawn«, treeH, flowers* and shrubH are planted everywhere. 

nKrnK.vTioN hef.ts 

In planning recreation areas, it i.s iiriportont to re'inernber people are different 
In age and^nterest. So.KOth Street might become 80th Belt, a fivc-mile-long 
kindergarten, nursery and fairyland. A b\ook aWay is 81st Belt for grammer , ' 
school children. Here' the swings and basketball goals are higher and the swimming 
pool deeper. And so it goes throughout the residential areas with green recreation 
belts instead of streets for sub- teens, teens, ypun^ adults, adults and the aged. 

As a systems engineer I have traveled coast to coast to meet with enthusiastic 
groups in moje than a hundred cities. I have shown color pictures of what the 
American city should be like to be livable and liow the "systems approach", 
can be the key to unlocking a new and higher quiijity life'for all urbanites. The 
response has been overwhelming. ; ' 
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But, politicians oak, v/ill y..be too expensive? Mv answer: Is health damage 
resulting from p^^luted air inexpensivef Is urban decay inexpenaivef Is break- 
down in city.life inexpenoivef la an increasingly depressing life for the majority ^ 
of Anfterlcans going to be tolerated? . " . 

If.ws eaft^pend nearly SlOO billion a year for past, present and future warp — 
* which ^ain' us nothing but another year and a bigger military budget — then 
I'd say we can afford to take ftiis approach of rebuilding our cities,t*which will 
help solve or amdtiorate dozens of problems, be they social, economic, health, 
environmental or esthetic . . . problems which cause endless misery and 
heavy tax burdens. Ifeing modern technology — which so far has been .a mixed 
blessing — we can reverse the centuries-old Vend of movjng people to big cities 
only, to bury them in ugliness and filth. ^ ' " 

And let's face it. When ^ye aks people to pay higher taxes for conservation and 
^^^ldernes9, innen-city folks ^ho chc^e on loiil air daily, fight rats nightly, 'and 
watch their oU^^ecay about them are likely to ask: *'Why don't .you start here?" 

Parts- of TBTs new concept are already in use. For example: The concept of 
covering the streets with a grassy roof for pedestrians has been used in Cuyahoga ' 
Community College in Cleveland, Ohio; Edmunds Coii)inunity College in Lyn- 
wood, Washington; and the Health and Welfare Complex in Nassau County 
6n Long Island. The American International Development CcJi^poration* is using 
some facets of thisp concept in the design of the 30-story plus One North High 
Buildinc^ in Columbus, Oliio. , ^ 

But Uncle Sam isn't going to wave a magic wand and rebuild your cities. 
Local planning and participation have to be the .first step: Communities must 
evaluate their problems, consider solutions and draw up tentative plans before the 
Federal government can help ivith money. But money should not be the limiting 
factor on programs like this. 

I ask you: Is not continued existence of livable cities at least as important as 
building rtior6 interstate highways? Or financing more space adventures? Beauty 
and fresh air, continued existence itself — aren't these all worth a grand army of c 
systems teams? And as bi^ an effort as our NASA program? Isn't an investment 
in hope and urban peaco worth as much to Americans as war and weapons? 

We have the technology. We know the depths of the problem. All we need is 
the commitment. Let's make 'one^ 

Senator Allen . Thank you very much, Mr. Kin^ball. We appreciate 
your attendance at the j^ubcommittee. Your statement is most per- 
suasive and I might say also that it would make splendid tcstimoi>y 
when the subcommittee considers the overall problems of rural develop- 
. ment. We are seeking to obtain some of the answers tc^ those problems 
confronting to^vn and country America, and you have made gome 
fine suggestions along that line. I want to request if. you have not 
appeared before this committee in that connection, that you allow us 
to insert your teistimony in that aspect of your investigation, as well. 

Mr. Kimball. I would be pleased to have you do that, Mr. 
Chairman, 

Senator Alle>^. That will'make a very fine poilit and we will see 
to it. » , * ^ 

Mr. Kimball, you apparently are of the opinion, that transferring 
. these programs and these duties and res])onsibilities and funds to the 
State governments might result in a less efficient operating series of 
programs afc greater expense? . 

Mr: KiMB\LL. 'I am' fearful that that wouldYosult. I don't feel that , 
State agencies are really geared up 

Senator Allbn-. And there is a good cloance that some of the very 
fine Federal pi ograms might be overlooked, or their priority mi^t be * 
do^vn graded by the State government? < 

Mr. Kimball. - That is my fear. I think that the priority of attentipo 
would be rearranged, and that might subvert the real intent of the 

'■ ' . • 
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Xlongress. So, if ybu just transferred thv. inon^y in a lump sum and in 
essence let them set their priorities — ■ — . . 

Senator AjuLi»»j. In effect, wouldn't the Congress abandon, as far 
as the Federal Government is coficerned, tiie funding cff tl^ese progr{ims 
and turn those funds over to the Stale, ai)p4rentl3r to spend as th^y 
see fit in the general classifications' under our rural development if it 
enacted S. 1612 as introduced. 

iVIr/KiMBALirf. I think, iii ej^scnce, as I understand it, that you 
would '\>e transferring a bloc of money and, i'li essence, saying to the 
State goyeai'ment: ^^^ou have tlii^ and it is^uj) to you to d'ej^ermine in 
what onij of these vi^rieUJ^ program^ yoii \v'ant to fund that a,gpect;nrnd;, 
to what dfegree." •> - , . ' * 

^.Senator AL,i^;pNv It wouldn't -have to be this specific -program; it 
f^oukijust be in that general area. \ ^ ^ , " 

Mr. Kimball. No-. For example: ''the Mrtter bank. fF^iis is a new 
'prograni and as "conservationists we were hopeful that'this would en- 
hvti^kwner t^) tetaijii water on his l and a ^d nmi n^ 
t^ja souie of the valuable marslr wildlife habitat that our particular 
organization's interested in maintaining. It really ^sn't made sense 
even at tlio Federal level to agree to have one agency; lot's say the 
UvS. Fish and Wildlife Service, which Iwis a directive from Congress 
to maintain a niarsh enyironment for water fowl, which is again their 
responsibility, and having anoU^^ agen(*y (tf the Federal Government, 
in this'case the U.S. Departm-ent of Agricufture, providing tax money 
to 'drain* those same marshes. And these are the types of judgments 
that you get if you transfer blofTS-tr^money and allow somebody to 
set their own pnorities. I think, liere again, if there was some way we 
could be reass-ured that we have a master plan; and w<^ can say, for 
example, in your home State of Alabama, that we are going to Inain- 
tain a certain an^iount of those marshlands for water fowl, (yr whatever 
the people of Alabama^decide should be inaiAfained, and then we 
are^ going to drain some of th^s for agriculture, and we are going to 
mauitain sc^me ()f this7or industry, then everybody would understand 
where we ar^ going, and we wouhhi't have all of these conflicts. Hiurall 
of the puobtems of funding, the arguments that go on in the govern- 
ment und out iiv^the public, 

{ So, rtjaily what I am saying is that we desperately iieed a statewide, 
"comprehensive land plan, and anything that the Ccmgres'^ can do to 
hel]) finance and sup})ort the States in their effort to do this I think 
woxdd be very \yeH sp^nt. ' ' ' *' 

Senator Allen. I certainly -think so. 

Now, in order for some of these Federal funds und(?r these programs 
to become available they may have to be matched,, do they not? 
Mr. Kimball. Yes. 

Senator Allen, Now, in the^new" program, the adnnnistration's 
rural revenue-sharing programT^Jiese funds are turned over to the 
States without any matching. So i^is not possible that actually less 
money, and therefore less benefit/Vvould be obtainecl throiigh the 
revenue-sharing basis w^an under t™ prescMit program, which does 
drarW l^cal money into th^ program? \ 

- Mr. Kimba'^ll. That is cprrect, Mr. Oli airman. And I think anyone 
whq has evei* served in any administrative capacitv in the Govern- 
ment knows that he can devise the best programs m the world, and 
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if you Aon't havcfuiuls to implement those proCTams it doesn't mean 
a thing. And if you diminii^/those fu!ids 1 think you get out of youp 

flanning effort and your. administrative costs juKt that muchjess and 
firmly believe that^the iQcal governmeiits and States should share in 
the cost of the programs which benefit those people. 

Senator Allen. I agre^ . . v - , , 

No<l', jpJiriiy of the existing 'Fedgi'al programs "are carried oh by Fed- 
eral employees, ar6 they not? ' * 
''Mr. KtMBALL. Yed. • . 

"Sej|,ial6r Allex^ Thii^, then, Vould ph^o most of tfiem out of em- 
ployment withput the States jitiving con^)arable persomiel to take over 
the work? 

Mr. Kimball. .Thtbt is right. ,1 . • ' 

Senator A^l^in. Aitd possibly that is one of^the parts that prompt^ 
you to say. thftt there woulil be less eflBciency with the State adr 
ministration? - ' ' * 

Mr. Kimball. That is right; there is no' question about it, if you 
provide the .money and the authority to proc'feeu With -an expanded 
program yi>u are going to have to hav^e the.tec1inical and admini^ative 
per^nn61 lo make those programs fiJnction. They hav^ them currently 
m the Feneral Estabhshment. You do not have them in the State 
government. And in the evolutionary process, although 'eventually the 
States would probably get there, it is still a very expensive, time- 
consuming and really, in our view, -an unnecessary step. 

Senator Allen. .Now, are you hearing from the St^te wildlife 
federations telling you to get in behind this program ^and support it, 
or are ^ou hearing to the contrary? ' ^ ^ 

Mr. Kimball. We are hearing to the contr;ary. I tliiiik the testi- 
mony is an expression of coneeijTi and fear more than anything else. 
They can see some problems even in their own States of having these 
^priorities disrupted. Because we have been a- long time in convincing 
sorne of our Federal policymakers that some of the esthetic values— 
I am thinking now about the one I arjn interested in, and that is 
wildlife — but some of the esthetic valuer should rec^ve consideration 
iiU-the development of programs, particularly as it. affects land use. 
We haVe been succes'sful in enhghtening the Fei^al pohcymakers, I 
tliink, to a much greater degree than we have some of the State 
people. And now that we have them enlightened where some of these 
considerations are clami)ed into the poUcy determinations, we have 
some real fear that all of that will be lost, and i)eoi)lo at the State level 
generally are inclined to look at things in terms *of contributions to 
the economy, maximim economic efficiencies, and they don't have 
room to consider esthetic values such as open space and natural 
beauty, wildlife conservation. 

These are the types of things that most States say: Well, we really 
don't have the funds or the time or the effort or the interest to 
look after, or they give them the same degree of weight in their de- 
hberatijons that we do, the economic values. And consequently, we 
have some real concern that this might be accentuated by giving them 
blocks of money to do with as thej will. 

Senato/ Allen. In the matter of niral development and the better- 
ment of our rural areas and our rural coram umties, do you feel that 
the enactraent of S. 1612 would be a forward step or a" backward step? 



106 



Mr. Kimball. No, sir; I think it would bo a backward step. 
\ Senator Allen. Do you feci that this U a gfassroots movement, or 
is\it an eflfort from the top to impose this on the gr^issroots, so to 
speak? 

Mr. Kimball. Well, I am really not\s\ire am qualified to answer 
thai Mr. Chairman. 

S&iator Allen. Let's just ask tlie first 'hall <rf it, tlienS 

D6 you feel that this inovement has grassroots. on^iii or support? 
Kimball. No, I really don't. I don't think this is motivated by 
any great groundswells of public opinion frooii'out in the rural com-^ 
munities. I think more importantly there has* been, a^ii read It. at 
least, considerable comment about the desirability of revenue sharmg. 
The. States and cities always have problems, as everybody does, witli 
funding tlje prbgrams they ojready have and many feel that the taxing 
value of the Federal Government is so much greater, and they receive 
such greab^r contribution from the tax area, that this should tal^e 
place and there may be some gfoundswells of opinion along that lin^, 
. but whether it is specifically earmarked for these particular projects 
in rural communities I doubt. 

There is \some eflfort to fulfill that particular desire, but certainly 
not specifically to this specific program. 

Senator m,LEN. Now, as to the States themselves, is there any great 
demand amdng the States for saddling them with this responsibility? 

Mr. KimbAll. Not this particular responsibility; na I know of none 
from the Stafcs or from public opinion generally. I think it is really 
imposed from ihe top down. 

Senator Allen. Now you have ai^wered tfte second half of my 
question. - '*T 

Mr. Kimball. That is a personal opinion, Mr. Chairman. I don't 
know, if I had to document that with communicatiotis from our 
own State, that I could do that. 

Senator Allen. Thank you^very feuch, Mr. Kimball. I appreciate 
your kindness and courtesy. 

Mr. Poole, please. 

Mr. Poole, they have just signaled !rvote over there7\nd it will take 
about 20 minutes for the vote, and then they will have another vote 
that will take about 20 minutes. So it looks like I am going to have bo 
be gone until after 4 o'clock.' I would be delighted to come back at 
that time if it was convenient to you. 

Mr. PooLE. Senatot, I am your last witness of the day? 

Senator Allen. You are the last witness, yes. 

Mr. Poole. Porhapl it might suffice that my statement be «ub- 
nutted for the record, and say, secondly, that the rural revenue- 
sharing proposal, as we understand it, makes no sense whatsoever 
with respect to the water banlc program that^nany of the national 
conservation organizations and many of the national wildlife organiza- 
tions worked so very many years to achieve. 

The preservation of duck waterfowl habitat to carry out this 
country's commitments, international commitments with Canada 
and Mexico, cannot be 'Achieved in our opinion on purely a local 
, basis. The birds are only in certain places because of their historic 
characteristics, and it is in those areas where water,*wetlands, and 
habitats have to be preserved and it cannot be preserved in afiy way 
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if .the States are merely going to divide the money among them and 
hopefully use it for the purpose of this program, because the problem 
is not equal in ojl States, . . ^.''"^ ' 

Senator Allen. Th^nk you very much. And without objection your 
statement will bp put in the record as though delivered verbally, 

Mr. PooLB. Thank you, sir. 

(The statement of Mr, Poole follows:) 

STATEMEirr OF DAH5pI- A. POOLE, PEESIDEHl', WILDUPE 
MiflKEMENT INSTITIJTE 

Mr. Poole. Mr. Chaimfan I am Daniel A. Poole, president of the 
Wildlife Management Institute, with headquarters m Washington, 
D.C. The insti^lte is one of the older^national conservation organiza- 
tions, and its pTogram has been devoted to the restoration and ina- 
proved management of renewable natural resources in the public 
mterest since.1911. , ' 7 i u* • 

I appreciate this opportunity to explain the institute s objection to 
the inclusion of the lyater bank orogram in the proposed Kural Com- 
munity Development Revenue-Sharing Act. I am not attemptmg to 
pass judgment on the rural revenue-sharing proposal itself, I am not 
famiuar enough .with some of the programs that would be folded iirto it 
to cabmen t knowledgably. " i v t* 

I have one general reservation about the proposal, however. It 
stems less from a human's normal res^tance to change than it does 
from recognition that most national legislation has its beginmngs m 
responses to problems that are at least of regional concern. The major 
kinds of programs that would be folded into the revenue-shanng plan 
impact rural residents and communities in many States and I ques- 
tion how fully discretionary State use of the ^inquished moneys can 
assure that the regional or national purposes W such programs are 

achieved. ' ^ - A - • -ij 

The water bank program is a case m popM^arrying an autnonzM 
annual appropriation of $10 million for M years, the water bank is 
designed to give willing landowners a fman>pl alternative to wetlands 
drainage and destruction. Under our natiolto.1 affricultural program, 
farmers can get technical and financial help\o drain wetlands, but 
there is no balancmg program to save wet /lands. The pressures of 
rising taxes and greater labor, equipment, And materials costs force 
farmers to seek to use all of their land for income production. Natural 
wetlands on America's farms are caught in this bind, and milhons of 
acres of pQtholes, marshes, and sloughs have been drained or filled 
and converted to cropland or pasture. 

The waterbank provides an economically viable alternative to 
wetlands destruction by offering *willmg farmers and ranchers an 
amount equal to what their wetlands are calculated to yield if drained 
or filled and converted to pasture or crops. It gives the landowner, 
for the first time, a pair of financially etjual alternatives for the use 
of his wetland — drain it or save it. 

Having this kind of an option, the farmer and rancher more liKely 
will opt lor wetland preservation. Wildlife agencies have known for 
many years, and freely admit, that this country sustains its abundance 
and diversity of wildlife mainly through the generosity and interest 
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of the farmer .iii.l raiu licr. Potliolos, sloufrl.s, marslios, uiul otlier 
natural wetlands are aiiioii^ the most pn.duetive habitat for wildlife 
Ihey are Jmpoituiit for ducks, geese, and other inifrratory birds and 
they also provide excellent cover for such resident species as rabbits 
ami pheasants. Additjonaily, these natural land (K'pressions collect 
and store surface runoff, thereby helping' to re.luce flood crests Thev 
also e<.llect and store nutrients tliat run off the land and thev are 
itwtrutnental in rechnrfjinK ^rround water supplies. v 

The water bank is a land and watcsr conservation proffrani A 
readingof the testimony ret eived by the Hou.se and Senule co.nmittees 
makes this clear. Appearing before the committees to endorse and 
^support the concept were representatives from as man v agricultural 
orgaruzatioiis aiK soil and water conservutioi, district asM)?iations if 
not more, than there were from wildlife a.^encies and organizations. 
Tlie program ha>^ the endo.>|eineut of such groups as the American 
J^ann Bureau tederation. National Farmers Union, stockmen and 
water users associations, and the Xaliotial Association of Soil and 
.Water Conservation Districts, among others. Ai)i>ended to this state- 
ment IS a^-opv of a letter.signe.1 by l.'} national conservation organiza- 
tions, also eiuhkrsin^ the water bank. 

Conservationi.sts Ij^-lieve that the regional and national objectives 
of the watel^bank cannot be achieved bv folding it into a revenue- 
sharing program giving individual States full discretion over how the 
money is to be spent. First, the water bank nev;!^!- was conceived nor 
advanced as an adjunct to rural development hiifcng largely or solelv 
ocra objectives While it is attractive in that the landowner retains 
title to his land am that it can be ta.xed by lo. al government, 4he ■ 
water bank is a wildlife and soil and water conservation program 

Inncipal beneficiaries of the waterbank are water fowl and other 
migratory wU<l life, nearly all of which are covered under the migratorv 
bird treaties with Canada and Xfexico. Under the treaties and the 
imi.lementing acts, -the Federal Government is responsible for the 
designated migratory birds. This responsibility i^-xecuted through 
the Departmeniffl.f the Interior's Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wild- 
he. 1 hat agency s program for nii-ratory waterfowl, of nec'essity, 
blankets all of the country. Because of their high mobility and seasonal 
movenieilts migratory waterfowl cannot be considered on purely a 
local basis. Decisions and management actions concerning their well- 
being must be based on regional, national, and international considera- 
tions. 

One of the nio?4t vital elements in this country's migratory bird 
conservation nro^ram is the pr(>servation of wetlands habitat. 'With- 
out sufficient habitat, and in the right j.laces « ith respect to the bird's 
nesting, wintering and migrational needs, waterfowl and other 
migratory birds will be imj)erile(l and their numbers threatened A 
national waterfowl conservation program cannot be erected on the 
mere iJresumption that a "State will invest its equivalent share of 
water bank funds in wetlands nreseryation. As it now is constituted 
anci mteTided to be a(lministere(l, the water bank i)rograni is responsive 
to the federal Government's commitment to Canada and Mexico 
to protect migratory birds. Habitat preservation in a large way assists 
our Government in discharging tho.se commitments and' for this 
reas9n we believe that the waterbank program should not be included 
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ill any kind of a rovoiujo-rtluuiii^ j)n)grani giving States full discretion 
in use of the furtcis. 

(The let tor refers to follows:) 

Skptkmiikh 28, 1970. 

Dkar CV)N(mKH8M vn : Tho iiruiorsit^urd national coriscrvalion orf^uiiizalions 
have leaniod that the chairman of tho ILouho (.'ornrnitU«<? on Merchant Marine 
and F'isherioM has re(|ueHtod the Sp(?aUer to hst the widoly MU|)|)orted Wat«T Bank 
bill, II. R. l.')770, on the Himpension calendar for Monday, ()ctot)er 5. 

Much han been heard in recent years about the drainage and de^trurtiori of the 
natural wetlands n<;eded by migratory waU'rfowl and other wildlife. Records of 
HouHu and Senate committees be^ir out that a vast acreage of wetlands has been 
deHtrovea, much of it stimulated by*federal teehniral and financial afwistance. 

The Water Bank offers the owriorn .of w<»tlands an acceptable alternative to 
draina/;e. OfX'ratinf^ thVou^^h exinhn^^ filSDA at?crH'i<?s, it would authorize payments 
for wetlands preKarvation, thereby rnaUinj^ it feasibh? for farrnep, ranchers, and 
other ^^landowner.s to re^^ist the economic pressures that cncouraf^e wetlandn 
destruction. ^ 

* A« shown by the House committee's hearing; record, the Water Bank is endorsed 
by many of the country'.s leading; conservation and farm organizations and 
of^eneies^as a constructive approach to the proper rnanaKcun'nt of land, wildhfe, 
and water xesourees. 

American F'onjstry Association, William K. Towell, Kxecutive Vice Pn»sidcnt; 
Friend-s of tho Karth, (ieorge Alderson, Lct^ihlative Director; 
Izaak Walton Loap;ue of America, Joseph VV. Penfold, (Conservation Director; 
National Association of Conservation Districts, (cordon K. Zimmerman, Execu- 
tive .Socrotarv; 

Natiojial Audubon Society, ('liarl(?s II. Callison, Executive Vice I*resident; 

National Rifle Association of America, Frank (.). Daniel, Secretary; 

National Wildlife Federation, Thomas L. Kimball, Executive Director; 

The Nature Conservancv, Thomas W. Richards, ProMidont; 

Sierra Club, W. Lloyd 'Tuplin^^, Wa.shinj;ton Conservation Representative; 

Trout Unlimited, Ray A. Kotrla, Washington Representative; 

The Wilderne.s;j Society, Stewart M. Brandbor^, Ext'cutivc Dinrctor; 

Wildlife Afanaj^ement Institute, Daniel A. PooUif' President; ancl ^ 

Th<i Wildlife Society, Fred G. Evenden, Executive Director. 

Senator Allen. This eonc^ludes the Rural Development Siibcom- 
mittee'.s hearing on vS. 1612, President Nixon's S])e(ial Rural Com- 
munity Develoi)inent Revonue-Sliaring Act of 1971. However, the 
hearing record iviU remain open until vSeptcMnber 29 to accommodate 
other individuals or organizations that may want to submit statements 
for the record. 

Sj)eaking for ♦Senator nuin])lirey, chairman of tho subcommittee', 
Senator Talmadegc, chairman of the full committee, both the subcom- 
mittee and the full (^ommittee on Agriculture and Forestry ho])e to 
com])lete action on this legislation (hiring the month of October. 

(Whereu])ou, at 3:10 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject to\ 
the call of the Chair). ^ 

(A(hlitional statements filed for the record are as follows:) \ 

Statkmknt of Hon. Jimmy Carti':r, (tovkrnor, J^tatk of (Jkorcua, 

Atlanta, (Ja. 

I am Jimmy Carter, Governor of the State of Goorjoria. During, this, the first 
year of my admini.stration in Georgia, we are undertitking every conceivable 
effort to expand and improve the capabifity of Georgia's .^tate government opera- 
tions. One of my major objectives is to develop a highly efficient Hystem for the 
management of all programs — so as to achieve defined goals and objectives that 
are respons?ive to the expressed interest of all Georgians. 

We, in Georgia, have mstituted a reorganization of State government, in order 
to maximize both the effectiveness of individual state agencies and to develop a 
better overall planning and management system for the total efforts of Georgia's 
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governmental ()^)nrtttionM. an intepfral part of our planning and management 
efTortn, wo are vitally conrernod with the nrsponsible rnanagciment (tf the linancitd 
re30urc(«M of all federal grant-in-aid programs ho that they t4)o will M»rve the gook 
of our r)eoj)le in the moHt effective and effieient manner. 

At the present time, we in the StaUt of Oeorgia are iiiulertaking a rnassive effort 
to Rather the thinking of all (ieorgiaiw thnmgh a "duals for (loorgia" program. 
We are urging every citizen U) participate -thn^jgh regidtud CdufcrenerH, IcttJra 
writt<»n directly to me, U»lephonc calls to eight e(lucatic>niU television programs, 
and by attending eight «lat*jwi.sc confer(?neeH in Atlanta, 

Virtually all (ieorgiatm have been informed of the "(ioalh" program and have 
had the opportunity to make an input. Nearly l<(H),()O0 (icorgiono have been 
directly involved, either through the KTV programn or through participation in 
the til regional and local conferenceM which were held thin HummfK. Several 
thousand more will Hubmit their ideas for improving the f unctionw of government 
at the eight Statewide (^)nfcrenceH now ^ched^ded between October 5-15. Over 
r),00() "Goals for (icorgia" workbooks were completeQ at tne regional conferenc<?3 
and their contents will be used ft** discuHHion pointH for the Statewide Confenmccia. 

Although there have been other "Goals" programn in other Btaten, the Georgia 
effort ifl unique in that it markfj the firHt tim<^ any state haH gone directly to the 
people to Bet goals for a coordinated plan of state growth. The "goalw", ofl deter- • 
mined by the people, will enable me, as (ii«orgia'a Chief Kxecutive, and our State 
Legislature to become more responsive to the needs and wiHh*^! of the Georgia 
people. ^ - 

We in Georgia have this year eatabliHhed a "zero-ba-se budgeting syHtem" 
to inoreaflc the continuing review and evahiation of all esioting State programs. 

Georgia hai^ had an effective "delivery By8tem"'lor planning and management 
i5ervioei3 longer than any other Btate government. Our delivery Hyntem has been 
developecj through our Htatewidv system of multi-county Area Planning and 
Development (/ommifigiong. To coordinate the relationship of state and federal 
agencies to these local CommisBiona, we have concentrated technioai^asBistance and 
coordination «car)abilitic3 for Georgia state government in my Bureau of State 
Planning and Community Affairs. This name Bureau haa overall res ponsibili ties 
for coordinating with federal agencies so th^ federal programs can be related 
to the interests of the 'State Legislature, and in reporting directly to me -as 
Govertior. In this way, we have built-into our planning and mana/^ement system 
the continuing inputs of local government, various organizations and all concerned 
citizens. Out planning and program design proceps begins at the local level and 
is then coordinated and further refined through the appropriate planning re- 
sponsibilities of the State and federal governments. Georgia was one of the 
original States to reodgnize the need for the multi-state Appalachian' Regional 
Conj^sflion. We are also one of only 'three states in the action that is presently 

i)artici Dating in two Federal-State partnership Kegional Development Programs, 
[n adcUtion to the Appalachian Regional Development Program, we are also 
members of the Coastal Plains Regional Commission. 

I will not add to the list of the major actions we are undertaking beyond my 
aforementioned examples. But I do wan't to assure you that the basis for my 
statement to you today is our intention in "Georgia to maximize the responsibility 
of State government. Since I firmly believe that State government has a foremost 
and an irreplaceable responsibility in aur federal system, we must introspectively 
look within our present federal system to develop feasible ways to distribute the * 
revenue resources paid bjcpur taxpayers so as to maximize the delivery of govern- 
ment services to our people. 

On the basis of my previous statements which describe Georgia's capability 
to manage the resources of State government, I now would like to make a brief 
and simple statement with regard to questions generally raised by the pending 
legislation on general and special revenue sharing. 

•The redi9trii)ution of federal revenues to State and local governments is essential 
in order to provide reasonably adequate resources to maintain much needed 
State and local goverunKMit services. Since most of these services cannot and 
should not be provided directly to the people by federal agencies, it is quite 
obvious that an immediate application of the concept of general revenue sharing is 
proper and necessary. The urgency of need for it, in fact, increases and has tended 
to grow beyond tlui point of crisis in many State and local governments. 

General revenue sharing, in and of itself, therefore has great merit. However, 
I do not believe that gc^n^ral revenue sharing alone will provide the answer. In 
addition to distribtition t i\ resources to the point where they will best be planned 
and administer^'d to >rr v<» ihe })eoph', we still need to insure the development of a 
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total delivery HVotem oliich will, with fiome uniformity of pr()Ci»m4, allow the 
riivrittd of ttKericion at all three leveb of f^overnrnent to mobilize their fuitda — from 
wnat<?ver aoiitct»« -more effectively in funding priority action for identified Roale 
and ohjectiven. 

Therefore, in addition to «eneriil revenue HhurinR, which would f)rohably dolU 
initially ivith ordy a relatively nmail portion of federal program funOH, we need a 
Hyatem by which all'^tate, local and federal jiovemmentH rna<' effec lively Hharo 
together in planning; and manaf^in^; the total impact of all government profi^ramn, 
and in deliverinR final servieeH to meet the RfeateHt needfl of our citizeufi. 

The Governonj who have had experience in the Appalachian Regional Develop- 
ment Program are generally agreed that the factors of Mtate program managemont, 
which I have already pointoa fMit, do F>r^>vide the framework for such a delivery 
Dystern. We beUeve that the Appalachian program detjerves strong attention as a 
basia for dewigning national 7)oIicicH which allow the iStatoa, localities and the 
^ federal govenunont to work together in partnership. We also believe that tti^ 
Ai)palachian Program provides much of the basic foimdation for the design of a 
• delivery 0yst<?in which, if provided for on a national basis and assisted under 
federal legislation, would make the ccmcept of general revenue sharing more 
))alatable to all political interests, including The Congress, the Governors And the 
mayora, and would allow our state, local and federal governments to maximize 
the effectiveness of all governmental programs. 

All of -my preceding remarks are preliminary to the final comment which I will 
direct specifically to the pending niral revenue sharing legislation, S-1012. It is 
clear to me that this legislation represents an admirable effort* to bring together a 
numberuoLftxisting programo into a more coordinated fashion, and to provide the 
funds ujr these programs directly to States and localities for their use in a more 
flexible manner in attempting to achieve the purposes of the original programs. It 
is a very worthwhile pijrpose. But it does appear ^to fall short of serving the pur- 
pose in a practical waf. ^ . , 

Most of the programs which would be converted to special revenue shanng by 
this legislation are much^needed programs. If the existing funds for these programs 
were made available directly to States Und localities, most of the same program 
purposes would be properly served. I do believe, however, that a better way to 
manage these programs can and should be developed. Certainly, there are too 
^ m&ny fragmented federal programs, now, which britfg about duplication and over- 
lap, and which too frequently bypass the knowledge and constitutional responsi- 
bilities of our State and local governments. But I do not believe that simply 
turning the money loose — without carefully building in a proper delivery system 
design — represents an adequate way to provide for transition in the managen^ent 
of these programs. And S-1612, if passed in its present form, might create con- 
fusion and discontinuity in many essential government services — particularly in 
those States which presently have effective, on-going long-range planning and 
management systems. 

. It is imperative that We work out a more effective way for State, local and 
federal governments to work together in the management 6f programs. I believe 
this might be effectively dealt with in tandem with a general revenue sharing 
apt)rpach — since new money is involved and will provide additional funds to 
implement a planned approacli to the delivery of services. In the case, however, 
of the rural development revenue sharing legislation, I do not believe there has 
been sufficient attention given to providing an orderly means by which the States 
and localities could work with the Federal government to continue the important 
existing program services while going through such an extensive transition in the 
wav such programs are managed. 

i believe that Georgia is ready -today to deal with any general revenue sharing 
fimds — which are additional to those now available— that can be provided. 1 
think we must also work together, though, to gbtain more general policies on a 
wide rarfge of existing programs so that the delivery systems, such as those We 
^Miave established in Qeorgia, may receive support and cooperation from all federal 
programs. 

I do not believe, however, that it would be useful at this time, to pass S-1612, 
since it provides little or no additional funds, but does present all states with the 
need to work out program arrangements without adequate time to do so in aa 
efficient manner. I believe' that the purpose of S-1612--consolidating many fed- 
eral programs and making their funds and provisions available for State and 
local government management in a more flexible way — can be achieved if we 
work together in the design of policies for an effective delivery system. 
i - . «} . . ' 
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I hi»|»e that my atrnnivnU aro iiHoful tc yoiu I woiild be dclifj\it(»(i, tmt onlv to 
C(mfcr with yvm ut ^rciitcr lori^th, but toTilulcc the rcH(KirceM of our State govern- 
ment available to awHi.Mt you in the vcrv worthv obieetiven vou iindcrtalce in 
(leveiopiiiR this Icgiwhition. 



Lanbinq, Mich., SepUmber 19, 1971. 

ITon. IIUBEUT H. HUMPHFtKT, 

Chairman, Suhcommitiee on Rural Development , ^enate Committee on Agriculture 
and Foreotryy Senate Office Building , Washington, D.C. ' 

Deak Senator Homphkp:y: I am submittinR this letter as a part of the record 
of the hearing of your Subcommittee on Rural Development, of the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry, regarding the Administration's n?venue-aharing 
program for rural development. 

I am very concerned about this program because I believe it will ntsult in a 
great many states and local units of government circumventing the intent of 
Congre.ss \^hen much of the conservation legislation >ya.s passed. As I understand 
it, funds presently allocated i;o conservation programs could be used for other 
i)rograms which might appear iivlrhe«short-range poihjt of view to be more important 
locally. Kven within the con.se>vation programs, it would be possibly to use the 
fiinds in exactly the opposite' way from the way Congress intended. For example, 
funds allocated to the Water Bank Act which was designed to preserve wetlands 
could be used within the limits of other legislation and policy for drafnage. 

Conservationists, "both individuals And' organizations, provided strong su|)port 
for^the ronservation legislation that this program would place in jeopardy. I 
firmlv believe that the only way to insure that funds appropriated by the Congress 
for the various programs are used as intended and within the limits ot the legisla- 
tion and established rules and regulations is for each fund to retain its identity. 
I am. confident that conservationists in Michigan overwhelmingly -support this 
position. ^ . ■ . 

I appreajate the opportimity to inform you and the members of your Subcom- 
mittee of CTie position of the Michigan Department of Natural Resources and 
untold thousands of concerned conservationists on this important matter, ' 
Sincerely, ' - " 

L. Pktoskky, ' " *r 

Chief, Wildlife Division, 
Michigan Department of Natural Resources, 



Fort Collins, Colo., August ISf 1971. 

Senator Hu^jcrt H. Humphrey, 

Chairman, Senate Suhcommitiee on Rural Development, U*S, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dkar Senator Humphrey: As President of Colorado State University, I am, 
of course, deeply interested in the responsibilitie.-} of the Senate Subcommittee 
on RuraJ. Bevelopment which you chair in reviewing S. 1612, the 1971 Rural 
Development Act. 

Thon^ are several feature^^ in the Bill a.s now before you that are of concern to 
those of us within the land-grant system. These concerns relate to the Cooperative 
Extension Service. Some of them are: 

(1) There aeedi to be added a provision in the Bill for mutual consent in 
program development between the land-grant imiveraity and the Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

(2) There should be a provision for growth. 

(^^s the Bill is now written, the ability of Cooperative Extension person- 
nel to u.se penalty mail for official business would be t6rmin||ed, and expenses 
of regular mail service would be forced upon either the state or the individual 
counties* This should be corrected. 

(4) The proposed Bill would require the states to pay retirement and 
fringe benefit costs of Extension federal appointees. These costs are now 
>bome by the Department of Agriculture through appropriation to the depart- 
ment; this current practice should be continued. 

(5) Under the proposed Bill, Extension would lose its present ability to 
purchase supplies and equipment through GSA sources at greatly reduced 
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rates and apparently woulS iozS" ita current authority to acquire excess 
personal property which has provided a great saving in many states. Again, 

' current practice should be continued. ... 

In spite of assurances by the Department of Agriculture that the intent is to see 
the Exten.sion Service asj^ume a more atfenificant role and to receive additional 
funds, the Bill seeraa to lack definitive guidelines and, therefore, could permit too 
wide a range of choiciis in future programs for funding and administration. 

Personally, I am of the opinion that the Extcnsicm Service.s must do bettei in 
adapting their programs to meet higher priority needs of our .society. I believe these 
options are available to us under the current operating procedures, but greater 
effort to change faster will have to be made. Certainly, there is more built-in 
opportunity for local citizen advisory inputs in guiding programs under the pro- 
-am as currently operated than would bti the case if Extension should be included 
in S. 1612 as it is now written. , . 

A point of considerable concern i^, of course, a strong possibility under S. 1612 
that Extension could be placed in a position such that the protection of the Exten- 
sion Service against political manipulation would be jeopardized. As an educator, 
I would express to you my most serious concern if any legislation would permit a 
branch of this University to be subject to becoming a political whipping boy. 

In view of the lack of clarity in the Bill, because of the fact that Extension now 
illustrates effectively many of the basic philosophies of revenue sharing and because 
of the potential the current legislation poses for political domination of Extension, 
I ask t^t you give serious attention to the possibility of outright exclusion of the 
Extension Service from the legislation. It would seem that the statements of the 
administration would be met if Extension were excluded. If for scmie, reason, the 
Congress feeLs that Extension shoulitt be retained in the legislation, a series of 
amendments would most certainly i)e required to clarify the intent. 

Your serious consideration ^f these concern;^ wijl be deeply appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, . , • , 

A. R. Chamberlain, 
President^ Colorado State University, 

I \ 



!^TTLE UocK, Ark., September lJiyl971. 
Hon. Hubert H.-Humphrky, ^ • j- 

Chnirmarif Subcommittee on Rural Development^ Old Sinate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator All/en: Thesq comtn^nits aro sui)nuttod for inclusion in the 
record of a public hearing scheduled for Monday, SoptcrtilHT 20, 1071 concerning 
the Administration's Revenue-Sharing Program for Rural Development. 

We understand that certain authorized fod(^ral progranjs for rural arenas will be 
pooled into a common fund and that these appropriations and monies given to 
the states for fully diseretionarv spending will l)c dolnicated toward accelerated 
rural development. The Water Bank Act, enacted last year to provide $10,()00,« 
000.00 annually in an incentive program to preserve privately owned wetlands 
for wildlife purposes, would be included amon^ the programs to be affected by 
the revenue sharing proposal. 

Stale wildlife agencies vigorously supported enactment of the Water Bank 
with the understanding that land owners would receive ineen lives to pres{«rve 
wetlands on their properties. The Water Bank would, iM effect, counter federally 
financed agricultural programs which have ofTered fiiitiru'ial assistance for the 
drainage of wetlands and concomitant destriietioii of fisheries and wildlife 
resourpes. 

We are apprehensive, that if the Water Bank's $H),()()(),()()().()0 annual appro- 
priation is included in an (5verall ''rura.1 develoonieiit" program, little of the 
monies would actually be spent to encouragi' wetlands con.servation,' as was the 
intent of the Congress in pjussing the Act. 

W'e feel that appropriations for implementation of the Water Bank Act must be 
used for the specific purpose of prese^rving privately owned wetlands. 
Yo^irsVery truly, . 
I RrcHARD W. Broach, 

' Administrative Assistanlf Arkansas Game and Fish Commission. 
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„ * » • Washington, D.C, September 17, 1971. 

Hon. Hubert H. Houhhrbv, 

Chairman, Rural DiVelopment Subcommittee , Senate Committee an Agriculture and 
*Foreoirv, (l.S. Senate, Waakington, D,C 

Dkab Senator Humphrey: We are writing to you in regard to S. 1612, the 
rural community development 8pecial revenue sharirtg proposal now before your 
Subcommittee. 

This proposal waa made Hubseqiient to the American Farm Bureau Federation's 
1970 annual meeting held last December. Therefore, it has not been posa^ble for 
the official voting ^delegates of the member State Farm Bureaus to give considera- 
tion to thi.s matter. 

Recognizing that this legislation would be considered by Congress ahead of our 
next annual meeting, the American Farm Bureau Federation Board of Directors 
discussed it at its March meeting and voted that Farm Bureau give its support 
to the ''$1.1 billion rural community development 'special' revenue sharing pro- 
posal." At that time, the following statement was issued by the Board: 

"Farm Burea;u supports President Nixon's ruraj community development 
revenue sharing proposal. Under this proposal, the respective States would receive 
bloc grants for rural development in lieu of funds that currently are earn^arked 
for a variety of specific programs. The total amount of federal funds available for 
state rural development activities would be increased; matchinairequirements 
would be eliminated; and states would be allowed ^o determine tl^way in which 
federal grants are to be used to advance rural development." 

We thank yon for this opportunity to have Farm Bureau's view^ on S. 161^ 
considered, and would appreciate it if you wpuld make this letter a part of the 
hearing record on this issue. 
J, Sincerely yours, 

Marvin L. McLain, 
Legislative Director, American Farm Bureau Federation. 



■ Atlanta, Ga., September 11. 1971. 
Hon. Hubert Humphrey, ^ 
Senate Office Building, 
Waahingiony D.C. 

Dear Senator Humphrey: Enclosed you will find the prepared statement 
adopted by the National Association of County Agricultural Agents at their annual 
meeting in Columbus, Ohio. ■ ' ^ . - 

Our association realizes the need for, and will support, a program to develop the 
rural areas of America.* We feel, however, that the strong teamwork our member- 
ship can generate for any program could best be served under our present organiza- 
tion and not under the proposal outlined in S 1612. 

I had the privilege of hearing your statement to the County Commissioners of 
Georgia this spring and I thought you did an excellent job of outlining some of the 
basic problems in meeting one of Ameri(iiv^s critical needs, the need of development 
the backbone of America, the rural comrminities. g ^ 

Sincerely, 

D. W. Strohbehn, 
National Association of County Agricultural Agents. 
(The statement is as follows:) 

The National Association of County Agricultural Agents would appreciate the 
opportunity to have its views on S 1612 expressed to you and your subcommittee 
and made part of the official record of your committee! In addition, if further testi- 
mony is needed our association would appreciate the opportunity to testify. 

Our association of ooOO members represents Extension agents whose priniary 
responsibility lies in the field of agriculture and its implications on the total society. 
They may be assistant or associate Extenj^ion agents. County, Extension agents, 
or area and.state staff personnel. Many of our members serve as county Extension 
chairmen, and this involves the responsibility <>f the total p:xtension program. 
Therefore, some of our testimony will involve the total Extension program and will 
supplement other testimony you might receive on the 4-H and Home Economics 
programs. 0 

BRIEF history OP EXTENSION 

With the passage of the Smith-Lever Act in 1914, we in Extension have had 57 * 
years of experience working with rural people. The passage of the Smith-Lever Act 
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did not make Cooperative Extension work or its represontati vos an instant success. 
Far from it, as our earlier agents were looked upon with suspicion, and "that fellow 
with only book knowledge who probably couldn't even plow a furrow." The ac- 
ceptance of the first county Extension agents was indeed slow and many a year 
passed by ^fore he was looked upon as an autnorit,y in the field of agriculture. 

Because of the wisdom of the language in the Smith- Lever Act and the fiteedom 
from political pressure on the state and national lj>vel, Cooperative Extension 
began to make its mark on the agricultural scene. ^ 

Cooperative Extension through its informal oducationaT methods has made it 
possible for millions of Americans to receive and participate in the benefits of . 
higher education who would not have had the opportunity to attend for formal 

^^^le educational system of pooling the resources of USDA, the Land Grant- 
universities, the various experiment stations through the local Extension staff, 
has made tnis System a model for the world. The combined financial support by- 
local, state, and federal funds has prevented Extension Service from being domi- 
nated by any agency. The efficiency of Amerloa\i agriculture today has placed 
the United States as an exporter of food and released from agriculture prodiwtion 
millions of workers for American industry. This combination of events is the 
major reason jvhy the United States is a world power. Let us emphasize again 
that this position of power was not brought on by' chance, but by the confidence 
of American agriculture in its method of research and education that makes new 
methods, varieties, machinery, eto. adppted i\i a very short^period of time. 

WHY 18 EXTENSION EFFECTIVE? 

The Cooperative Extension Service is effective on the local level for mimeroiis 

* reasons. Its professional staff of 15,300 men and women and approximately ten 
thousand aioes is small compared to many other agencies. But, its effectiveness 
is Increased for the following reasonu: *• * j 

1. Extension agents are assisted on the local and the state level by an estimated 
100 OCO man yenrs of volunteer leaders, a force dedicated to Extension and a 
nucleus for>c^at(ge and advancement of the Extension program. 

2. Extension programs involve local people and arei generally the results of 
program planning and development involving the desires and aspirations of the 
people on the locallevel. When a person has a hand, in developing the program he 
will also be a promoter of the program and help Carry it to completion. 

3. Confidence by Local Peogle: By presenting' the facts both pro and con and 
by not dictating a program, JExtension has through the years let the people 
decide after studying all available facts the best course of action. Through this 
method Extension has gained the confidence of the people and the new program 
becomes their program and adoption becomes a matter of fact. 

4. Educate, Not Sell: The Cooperative Extension Service role has always been 
to place before the people the facts on any given situation. Through seminars, 
group meetings, field days and tours, etc.. Extension has been able to lay before 
the people the combined facts of research and technology from the US DA, the 
agriculture college, experiment station, and then let them decide according to their 
needs. We have not been a selling agency of either the state or federal government. 
The selling approach of so many federal programs is one of the reasons they so 
often fall to gain local acceptance. By presenting the facts through educational 
meetings. Extension has relied on those involved to come up with the right 
decision. , . 

5. Local Programs: The Extension program has been a local program and Das 
not been classified by its people as something that came down the pipe from 
Washington or the State Capitol. This type program has again created confidence 
on the local level that we are not watchdogs for either a federal or state program 
and friendly disagreement will not become testimony for or against any program. 

6. Extension Springboard for the Job: Extension when adequately staffed can 
do the job. It has the local contacts, know-how, professional competence, and 
physical facilities to carry out rural development or any other pro-am. Too many 
times, we have been saddled with a new job with no increase in the staff to carry 
it out. Every efficient Extension agent in the United States is carrying more than 
a full load. By adding another program to his load without additional personnel is 

* unfair to both the new program and local staff. Tho.se of use on the local level have 
seen many federal programs spend tremendous sums of money trying to get a 
program off the gound. The failure was due primarily to lack of educational pro- 
cedure^ and a local base of confidence by the people. Given a staff and adequate 
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finanoiriR, we arc positive the KxteriHion Serviee can do the job on the couMy level 
heoaii.se we work from the Kroiind ^ffn^U^ad of from the toj) down. 

7. Kxt<Mifiiori Library of Knowledge: Local clientele, for years, has reaognized 
Kxteriflion as its best sonrce of infc^mation on everything portaininR to agrfoiiHure 
arid horno v^'onomirs-. Kxtrn^sion tmsjiigh its chain of resources has been 4blp to 
stipply both the rural and urban audienoo information iH\d research data orttiearlv 
every agriculture aiiri home economies .sui)ject. n 

H Outside Finaru'ial llel]): Kxtension l)ecaU5'e of its reputation on the locajlevel 
has been ablc^ to invite local civic orKHuizattons, business enterprises foundfjijons, 
and local r)eof)le to tinaru-ially partieii)ate in a rmmber of agricultural projectfJ*and 
livestoclt shows, eQ;nmUT\ity development, and 4-II activities und home ecorftoie 
activities. This outside help, besides the moral help on the local level, has pouired 
rnUhons of dollars (»ach year into sponsorship of these proRrarns— j)rograms that 
colild be lost if Kxtensiou loses its friends on the local level. • 

0. Kxtensu)n Kevenue Sharing at Its Jiest: The Cooperative Kxtension Service 
IS Revenue Sharing at itt! i)est. An example of where federal dollars are matched bv 
county and sftite governments, more than dollar for dollai-.- When you add a 
100,000 man years of v.olunU'er service plus millions of dollars contributed by the 
people themselves, tlu'end result is a program that works with a minimum of i(ix 
dollars and a maximum of people participation. i . \ 

NaCA.\ is Opposed to Cooperative Kxtensions' Inclusion in R'ural DovelopmenK 
Kevenue Sharing: ] V. 

The Natioruil A.ssociation of Coi;nty Agricultural Agents iff opposed to the 
inelu.sion of the Cooperatiw Kxtension Service in S 1012. S 161*2 as it presently 
IS written pertaining to Kxtension Service raises questions J.hat are unanswered. 

K through our formula syst^un of the division of the federal dollar and the 
matching re(|Uirement of the state's, the Cooperative Kxtension Service has been 
able to carry on its progranj on a nonpolitieal basin. S 1612 appears to require no 
matching rnoru v from state and local sources. With over half of these funds coming 
from these sources, what happens to these funds when the stat<* and county 
governments are led to believe that the federal government will ru)w financp the 
Cooperative Kxtension Service? It is conceivable in a short period of time after the 
passage such a bill local utui state goverruuents might withdraw their financiai 
support throwing the whole program on i h(^ Federal grant. The end result could 
cut the pcrsf)nn(»J and program by more than '){) per cent. 

2. S 1012 Could Freeze Kxtension Funds: This leav(?s ru) room for new programs, 
or growth, nor any provision for the loss of local or state support. The l)ill calls for 
no matching money as does the Smith-I>ever Act. The end result would l)e an 
^adequate underHtafTed Kxtension Service that was no longer effective as local 
"hnd state funds were shifted to other f)rograms and Kxtension became totally 
tinauced through its Federal grants to the state. 

:i S 1012 would mean "(iood-Hye" volunteer leaders and millions of dollars of 
non-tax money for the Kxtension Service, Once we lose the identity as a local 
program developed by local [)eople and are depenVlent on the funds set up l)v 
Congress in rural deveh)pment rcveruu^ sharing, we've hx-st (^ur most effeetive 
Weapon local support. 

4. No Vvmtiy Mail: Kxtension iises newsletters or conunoditv letters as one 
of its major njcans of keeping the public up to date with the changes and reeom- 
niendations IjfMng mad(^ This ])lus the eounth'ss bulletins and other information 
niiiiled on request cost money. Who is going to pav the bill for this essential 
service, or will the counties who are supposed to be helped have fo pav the bill? 

o. Civil Service Retirement: How many f^SDA ernplovees at one tinu* or 
another were employees of the Cooperative Kxtension Service? Quite a few. We 
believe recruitment from the ranks of Kxtension to other federal agencies has 
been helf)cd because they would not lose their Civil Service retirement. 

Although the bill authorizes the states to e^)ntribiite t*o Civil Service retire- 
ment, there is no requirement, And, under S 1012 all Cooperative p^xtension 
rrnployees would, in our opinion, soon be eliminated from Civil Service Retire- 
ment. States would require that we participate under their retirement svsfem. 
Smce most retirenu'nt plans are geared to 'M) or years of service, without 
severe early retirement losses. Those Kxtension agents presently emi)loyed would 
not have the required number of years and, therefore, most woqld have to work 
until mandatory retirement to build a satisfactory retirement base. . 

6. Insurance and F^nployee Insurance Coverjige: Federal employees insu ranee 
has been the base for many an Kxtension Service employee's insurance j)rogram. 
No provision has been made to protect these individiials from this. loss or to 
assure these employees that someone else will have a comparable plan." 
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What happerLs to lOrnployofm Injury ConipenHation? Doert the state piek it up, 
or are wc left entirely without? ' ^ 

True the^bovc are fringe benefits, but they are of ooncorn to the rank and file 
and muat be'dealt with adequately. With all the fringe benefits goru? Kxtension 
recruitment in* the future is not bright. 

^ There are other adrninistrativ(* woakiiesses that we are Hure our Kxtennion 
adniinistration will ank about, HUch ^rt what happcnn to the following: * 

1. ^County Kxtension ofTiees in Federal Buildings. 

2. OS A purchase for Kxtension use. 

3. Coordination between the Federal Kxtension office and the various 
states. • 

4. If a state doesn't participate in Ilev(inue Sharing what happenn to the 
Extension Service? ' f 

\ In conclusion, the Nationp^l Association^of County Agricultural Agents is in 
favor of ao^ne method of developing the rural areas. Thosci of us on the oaunty 
level know that little development can take place without new jobs. Thes<' jobs 
can be stimulated by the F<*depal (loverf^nient, but the long-term soIuti()n la 
new industry. Industry must ruake a profit in order to stay in business i\i ad<iition 
• to all the other incentives they look for when develo[)ing a new location. The 
. county Extension agenta stand ready to eoope^te in any ^vay possible to help 
solve the und^Tpopulated, low fneome rural ^reaS^[)robl(im.* We feci with adcupuiti^ 
manpower we can off6^ alternatives to stimulate local initiative to encourage 
business'and industry to move to new areas. 

We feel S 1612 is not the answer for the Cooperative P^x tens ion Service an<i we 
respectfully request that Cooperative Extension Service he stricken from the bill. 

The above statement w'as reviewed and adopted by the National Association 
of County Agricultural Agents at its Annual Meeting in Cohirnbus, Ohio on 
September lOth, 1971. ' 



Hakuisonburo, Va., September 7, 1971. 

Hon. Thomas N. Downino, 

Houae of RepreoeniativeG, Washington, D.C- ' 

Drar Mr. noWM.vo: At a recent Virginia State Dairymen's Association's 
Board of Directors' meeting, our Board expressed it>8 concern Over pdrfeicms of the 
proposed Revenue Sharinj|NAct involving Rural Community^ )evel()pment. 

After discussing this matter tlioroughly, as well as giving due consideration to 
the overall asi)ects and intent of the Revenue Sharing Act, "it was our Board of 
Directors' feeling that the Revenue Sharing Act, in its [)resent form, left much 
to be desired in order to maintain an effective Extension Service in the Common- 
wealth of Virginia. 

Accordingly, a motion wiis made and pivssed unanimously recommentiing that 
p]xtension Service monies be eliminated from the Revenue Sharing Act arid remain 
intac| in th(*^Smith-I^ver Act. AJbo approved in the same motion, that an a[)pro- 
priate resolution would be writterM»x pressing the Board's coricern over this jnatter 
and forwarded to Virginia's U.S. congressional members. 

The following Resolution, T believe fairly represents the intent and feelings of 
our Board of Directors: 

'^Resolution on the Revenue Sharing Act 

"Whereas the Virginia State Dairymen's Association's Board of Directors, in 
its summer 1071 ^meeting gave serious consideration to the proposed Revenue 
Sharing Act now on the floor of the United States House of Rei>rescntatives and 
Senate and those areas involving the Extension Service of \*irginia which could 
provide extensive and possible unwarranted changes in the Extension strucutre; 

"Whereas** the Virginia State Dairymen's Association rerognizes that the Fed- 
eral Government is attem[)ting to increase its cflTorts to implement assistance to 
the states through Revenue Sharing; that two companion bills, S 1612 and 
H.R. 7993 have been introduced to implement the Act for the Cooperative 
Extension Service and that to the best of our knowledge the provisions of these 
two bills are not in the best interest for Virginia's dairy farmers, the economy of 
Virginia, and that the current operations, missions, and programs of the Coopera- 
tive Extension Service should not be changed by legislation ; and be it 

**Reoolved, That we believe the Cf)operative Extension Service should continue 
to be funded and administered under the Smith-Lever Act as amended and if 
any federal legislation is enacted, it h Impoitant that it enable the designated 
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Land-p^t University Cooperative Extension Service to continue all programs, 
operation^, and funding in accordance with the basic principles authorized under 
the Smith-Lever Act as amended and the Agricultural Act, as^ameuded: Therefore 
be it • 

**Resolved further, That we feel relationships which now exigt between the 
federal, state, and local governments with the designated Land-Grant College 
and University for Virginia is revenue sharing at its best as this arrangement has 
demonstrated its ability to be responsive aka effective in developing an ev6> 
expanding rural economy and that our members in the U.S. House of Repre- 
sentatives and Senate should be aware that the changes being proposed would 
make it necessary for the Commonwealth to increase its appropriation by approx- 
imately one million dollars to offset the denial of federal space, GSA purchasing, 
payment of retirement benefits, penalty mail privileges and excess property for 
use by the Cooperative Extension Sersdce." 

Mr. Downing, your Board of Directors, officers, and members sincerely appre- 
ciate your kind consideration of this matter and attent^^it^to those areas of concern 
which have been expressed in the above resolution. 

If at any time I could an^er any questions relating to this matter or if you have 
updated information that will apply directly ^^pur expieSsed concerns in the 
currently proposed Revenue Sharing Act, it ^^j»^Ekbe appreciated if you would 
contact me directly at my office in HarrisoMM^I/for* further review with our 
Board of Directors. y^^^^icj^ ^ 

Yours very truly, , 

^ „ John L. Miller, 

Executive Secretary ^ Virginia State Dairymen* e Aeeociatiant 



Washington, D.C, AugHet 11, 1971. 

Senator Hubert H. Humphrey, 

Old Senate Office Building ^ Washington , D.C. 

DEAh Senator Humphret: Reference is made to S. 1612, the revenue-sharing 
program for rural development and^more particularly, to Sec. 202(e), at page 11, 
of the bill as introducejlc 

A cliche many fa^Kto understand or appreciate goes essentially: "Ameriqa 
owes its prosperit}^ its agriculture.*' Yet, facts show that only in America does 
the labor of one person feed §0 others. We have the lowest amovmt of spendable 
income required for feeding our people. Only when we recognize that as little as 
17% of our **takehome'' pay is required to feed our people, versus 254-% for 
Europe to nearly 50% for the Eastern Bloc, does the economic significance of 
American agricultural productivity become readily apparent. Too few people 
remember how this happened, nor do they realize that our reserves of food and 
fiber crops are now drawn down to a low level. 

It is beyond debate that the land-grant universities have made a tremela'dous 
contribution to America's enviable position through their exte^ion, research 
and teaching programs. Through programs of the cooperative extension service, 
results of research in the laboratory and field are instant eously available to our 
farmers. The extension service reputation is sjuch that our farmers accept with 
Uttle^rging the new findings. Our agn'culture'is founded on scientific fact— rnot 




Se wild political-genetic pray erf uLhope, but proven truths. We deal daily 
with the emerging nations who cannlbet their people to follow their state and 
national universities' leadership Jbecal|ft of lack of trust and rapport. Ours, on 
the other hand, is a strong contrast. 

American agriculture is founded on science and education. Progress in both of 
these fields will be critical to our future. Looking ahead to the year 2000, we could 
well have a population of 300 million people — an increase of nearly one third. 
Yet. even today, only 5% or our population feeds the other 95%. Furthei; 
strides in agriculture milst be made if we are going to enjoy, the bounty we are 
accustoined to. 

The above cited paragraph [202(e)] -leaves it to the states to apportion the 
monies in a "suflBoient portion" and ''(j^parable in size and type" as in fiscal 
year 1971 to carry out agricultural extension work. Aside, from the extreme 
vagueness or want of definition, this provision is a major risk-taking for the 
country. Headless horsemen, unplanned -scientific work, and the propagation 
thereof will not suffice. We grow aocustomed to bigger and better yieltis and other 
fruits of improved a^cultural efficiency. Yet, the Southepa com bjight in 1970 
proved this to be a nsky assumption at best. . ' 
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We urge you to carefully conalder the language in Sec. 202(e) of S. 161*2. It 
should, in my judgment, be removed from the state-revenue-sharing provision, 
andyihe joais for funding agrrcultural extension be maintained in its present , 
stajfia. Failing thc^t, the-^Jongress should more clearly define by statutojy defini- 
tion and legislative liistory a positive mandate to §o forth with agricultural « 
extension programs that will meet our needs in the future. 

You may include this letter as port of t)ie proceedings on September 20, 1971* 
, I would very much appreciate having your views on this. ^ 
Sincerely yours, ' o 

Edwin M. Wheeler, 
^ ^ President y The Feriilizer Intitule: 
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Statement os' E. Clinton Stokes, Senior AssojJiijJTE, Agribusiness and 
Rural Affairs, Chamber of Commerce of the; United States 

The National Chamber is convinced o the need to reduce the lag in economic 
and social adjustments in many of the less populated rural areas of ^e country. 
. and we are also concerned with the need to increase the efficiency with which rural 
development aff^rs are conducted; involve the citizens of these areas in a more 
realistic decisionmaking way with their public problems; and solve a higher pro- 
ft. portion of the problems of rural America locally. 
/ It is for thes^ reasons that we support S. 1612. o 

Accomplishing these objectives will require a maximum of flexibility in the pror 
srams and. organizational approaches because of the diversity of resources and con* 
ditions in rural areas. Special emphasis is needed to develop human resources — ^ 
motivation, education andljob placement. Modernization of public facilities, serv- 
ices and institutions in the lagging areas is needed to make public services more 
efficient and effective. . ' ' • 

The National Chamber also believes that the primary responsibility for planning 
to meet the needs of rural communities and regio'ns should rest with the leadership 
of the communities and regions involved, whether that leadership be governmental 
bodies or private organizations or a combination of the two. 

The Federal government has many pr{)gram.s curpently in operation which are 
intended to meet most of the needs cited above. There are at least two major ^o-, 
ficiencies — flexibility and decentralization. A third deficiency can usually be recog- 
nized — tnoney. . ' g 

S. 1:012 provides these essential ingredients — decentralization of the decision^ 
making process and flexibility in the application of program assistance. An increase 
in the amount of public funds is also provided. The bill consolidates the funds of 
eleven federal assistance programs and allocates the money to the states on a for- 
mula basis for rurat development purposes. The types of programs combined in- 
clude assistance for waiter and '.sewer facilities, conservation, extension education, 
multiple area^v planning and general economic development. Added-to the combined 
fund of $921 million would be another $179 million to prevent any stat-e from re- 
ceiving less money titan under the existing direct grant as.si?itance. Most states 
will receive more money. This particular combination of programs and implementa- 
tion procedures may not represent the ideal approach, but it is an important first 
step. 

Under S. 1612, the AdmiryStration Jjfill, the statos would be required to sot up a 
state-wide development plan outlining spending intontiont? for both rural and ur- 
ban areas. Multi-jurisdictional planning; districts with local representatives, or 
some otjier process involving local community participatioUj would be required. 
There would be no matching requirements for statos to receive these funds. The 
money could be used for any or all of the combined programs; could be applied 
as the local community's cost-share portion for other Federal programs; or could 
be spent for locally conceived programs, as long as they werfe for rural develop- 
ment purposes. ^ 

The National Chamber supports in principle the provisions of S. 1612, i.^, the 
consolidation of the funds from the various grant assistance programs and the 
allocation of these funds to the states for rural development purposes. Federal 
grants-in-aid have tended to become an irresistible source of increased revenue for 
slfite and local governments, but at the expense of efficiency, effectiveness, and 
local leadership. The proliferation and expense of these programs have brought 
increased Federal direction and control over wide areas of traditionally state and 
local government functions. Every' effort should be made to consolidate the yast 
number\pf existing conditional Federal grant-in-aid programs, to eliminate much 
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of the existing duplicated services as well as to increase the flexibility of their 
application at local levels. • *> 

S. 1612, along with other special revenue sharing proposals of the Administra- 
tion, provides a way to rbegin a reversal of this trend toward more centralized 
control by the Federal government. 

The National Chonj^er regards the provisions of S. 1612 as far preferable to 
those of 8. 2223, wWch is also before this Subcommittee. Both measures hdve one 
basic objective in common — to strengthen the ec9nomy of rural areas. S. 2223 
would create a permanent national banking system, complete with branch banks. 
It would establish another agency in the U.S^ Department, of Agriculture to pro- 
vide another system of subsidizing oredit to borrowers for rural development 
purposes which could not be financed at commercial interest rates. It would add to 
the proliferation of Federal programs providing grants and loans to disadvantaged 
areas and businesses, rather than reduce the involvement and contrpl of the. 
Federal government. 

A better altemr^tive to special eredit programs would be to decentralize the 
federal credit programs through the various special revenue sharing proposals of 
the Administration. For example, the Subcommittee might consider including the 
Rural Electrification Admii^|fiktion 'programs and the Farmer's Home Ad- 
ministratifm^s direct and insu|Hloan programs in the special revenue sharing for 
rural development. The estabffl^hient of state and local credit agencies providing 
supplemental credit would be more responsive to actual needs of the communities 
involved. Decentralizing public credit needs would place both the capability and 
responsibility for decision-making closer to the localities where the need may or 
may not exist. 

' Therefore, the National Chamber respectfully urges your Subcommittee to 
report favorably Senate bill S. 1612 — to establish a revenue sharing program for 
rural development. 



Washington, D.C, September 22, 1971. 

Hon. Hubert H. Humphret, 

Chairman J Subcommittee on Rural Develojmeni, Sendte Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry J Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator Humphrey: A heavy travel schedule prevented having a state- 
ment prepared for your September 20 Subcommittee hearing regarding funding 
of rural developments. Therefor, it will be appreciated if the following commerfts 
could be included in the hearing record. 

In these days of steam-roller encroachment upon the natui'al. environment for 
a variety of economic reasons, establishment* of the Water Bank program within 
recent years was certainly a wise move toward preservation of wetlands for wild- 
life species. 

The Wildlife Society supportec! development of the Water Bank program. We 
are, therefore, deeply concerned that there are proposals underway to reshuffle 
these programs in f^ch a way as to jeopardize the future funding^f Water Bank 
program objectives. We wish to urge you to asiuire continuation of the Water Bank 
program to the benefit of this Nation's wildlif^resources. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Fred G. Evenden,^ 
* • " Executive Director, Wildlife Society. 



Chicago, III., September 0, 1971. 

Hon. Hubert H. Humphrey, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dkar Senator Htrivf^RET: It is my understanding that you will hold an 
S. 1612 hearing in Washington, September 20, 

Because of my deep involvement in, and knowledge of, 4-H, my primary 
concern is the effect S. 1612, as presently written, will have on the Cogperative 
Extension Service and 4-H.* 

As a member of management of American Oil/a long-time sponsor of the 4-H 
tractor program, I have observed the present system at wowt art close range for 
a number of years. It is difficult to imagine another system in which business, 
education, and government work more harmoniously toward a common goal. 



125 



^121 

The present system and organization is responsive to the needs and wishes of the 
people in counties and states. And, too, the program is carried on in a non-political 
^ cliifiate. 

All this would change if the Cooperative Extension Service were brought under 
the provisions of 8. 1612 as it is now written. Extension would inevitably become 
entangled in the political machinery in each state and the national programing 
coordination would be weakened. 

At the present time I am honored to serve as president of the National '4--H 
Service Committee. From that vantage point, 1 see the Cooperative Extension 
Service performing best under the present system; therefore, I would urge you to 
exclude it from the provisions of S. 1612. 

If you wish, you may make this letter a part of your September 20 proceedings. 
Sincerely yours, 

Blaine J. Yarrinqton, 
^ President f American Oil Co. 

Scio, Oreo., September 15 ^ 1971. 

Senator Hubert Humphrey, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: I '-have been reading with interest and confu.sion the draft bill 
proposed by See. of Agriculture Clifford Hardin, known as the Rural Com- 
munity Development Revenue Sharing Act of 1971. 

Many concepts of the bill are just not clear and I cannot see any benefit in this 
bill for myself and other rural families in the state of Oregon. My interpretation 
is, that states with small rural population, as is Oregon, would be virtually left out 
in the revenue sharing. Larger rural population areas however would do well. 

Small farmers, regardless of area are hard pressed at present and I-see no answer 
' for us in this bill. 

I urge you to consider this measure with great care before approving it. 

Sincerely tv^ t t> 

_ Mrs. Lester R. Kuikin. 

Chicago, III., September 7, 1971. 

Senator Hubert H. Humphrey, 

Chairman f Subcommittee on Rural Development, Senate Committee on Agriculture 
' and Forestry, Senate Office Building, Washington D.C. 

Dear Mb. HuaiPHRBy. This is to urge your Committee's support of the 
Water Bank program which I understand is scheduled to be discontinued under 
the Administration's revenue sharing for rural development planning. I Xhink 
we all know that if the $10,000,000 scheduled for wetlands preservation were 
transferred to the discretion of state administrators little of it would end up 
being used for the purpose for which it was originally intended. So manv of our 
wetlands have already been destroyed that it seems a real shame not to do some- 
thing to preserve the few we have left and encourage the development of new 
ones for the wildlife resources they so abundantly support. 
Very truly yours, 

Frederick C Pullman. 

o 
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